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CHAPTER 1 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 
Global climate change, sometimes known as “global warming,” remains a 
controversial phenomenon.  Prominent scientists from around the world (i.e., the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change or IPCC) have consistently warned that “there is 
a discernible human influence on global climate” (Murphy, 1998, p. 7).  Global climate 
change can generally be described as the process where greenhouse gases, primarily carbon 
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and members of the halocarbon family, such as 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), trap heat in the lower levels of the atmosphere (Stamm et al., 
2000), creating what is commonly known as the “greenhouse effect” (Schneider, 1998).  To 
date “the most important greenhouse gas is carbon dioxide,” (Stamm et al., 2000, p. 225) 
which results from the burning of fossil fuels, such as oil, coal and gas, and to a lesser extent, 
through deforestation and the destruction of other vegetation (Stamm et al., 2000). 
It is generally acknowledged that the greenhouse gases maintain the earth’s current 
temperature patterns.  “If it were not for the heat-trapping action of clouds, water vapor, 
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, the earth’s natural climate would be about 33°C 
[59.4°F] cooler than it is” (Schneider, 1998, p. 1).  However, the continuous rise in carbon 
dioxide and methane levels has alarmed environmental activists and the scientific 
community.  The IPCC contends that since the Industrial Revolution in the late 19th century, 
the “average global surface air temperatures have increased between 0.3 and 0.6 degrees 
Centigrade [0.54 and 1.08 degrees Fahrenheit]” (Murphy, 1998, p. 7). 
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Greenhouse gases remain in the atmosphere for long durations (Murphy, 1998).  
Scientists project that increased concentrations of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases 
over time will raise global surface temperatures by around one to four degrees Celsius [1.8 to 
7.2 degrees Fahrenheit] by 2100 A.D. (Schneider, 1998).  A change in temperature of this 
magnitude could produce several effects: gradual rises of sea levels, more episodes of 
droughts and floods, redistribution and greater potential for extinction of species in natural 
ecosystems, and the possibility for “switches” in oceanic currents, such as the gulf stream 
(Schneider, 1998).  Thus, the IPCC asserts, “global warming is a serious problem that…must 
be addressed immediately” (Boykoff and Boykoff, 2004, p. 125). 
Most mainstream climate scientists concur that the earth has warmed over the past 
century, that greenhouse gases result from human activities, and that several degrees of 
further warming seems probable in the next century (Schneider, 1998).  However, they also 
admit that “it is difficult to predict any specific climatic impacts with a high degree of 
reliability” (Schneider, 1998, p. 2) because the climatic system is inherently complex.  This 
complexity, often a characteristic of scientific phenomena, makes the semantics of global 
climate change difficult for the general public to comprehend (Gowda et al., 1997).  For 
average citizens, the mass media are still the first—and often the only—source of 
information about science.  Nevertheless, “while more than 90 percent of Americans have 
now heard of global warming and believe it is an important issue, [only] a much smaller 
percentage is actually personally concerned about it” (Moser and Dilling 2004, p. 36). 
The following studies provide evidence that many indeed rely on the mass media—
specifically the broadcast industry—to learn about risks.  The results also indicate substantial 
gaps in knowledge about global climate change among the public, although most people are 
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aware of it.  These studies offer a glimpse into how the broadcast media disseminate material 
relevant to global climate change. 
 
Past studies on public knowledge and information sources 
In May 1997, Stamm et al. (2000) conducted a telephone survey that “included a 
variety of questions about whether or not respondents considered global climate change to be 
a problem; their ideas about causes, consequences and solutions to global climate change; 
and their media use, as well as demographics” (p. 223).  Of the 512 randomly selected phone 
subscribers in the Washington metropolitan area that constituted their sample, 88 percent had 
heard of the terms “global climate change” or “greenhouse effect.”  Of these, over 22 percent 
did not feel they knew enough to consider global climate change as a problem; an additional 
ten percent said outright that the situation is not a problem to them (Stamm et al., 2000).  
These findings indicate that while many acknowledge global climate change, a much smaller 
number actually considers this environmental issue a major concern.  In spite of the well-
publicized scientific consensus about the global climate change impacts on the earth, almost 
half of those interviewed had not heard of it or considered it a non-issue.  Over 75 percent of 
the survey participants cited television as a source of information about global climate 
change (Stamm et al., 2000).  Despite considerable broadcast media coverage, the 
respondents know little about this environmental topic. 
Another study by Gowda et al. (1997) surveyed high school students (66 ninth-
graders in Honolulu, Hawaii, and 33 high school students in Oklahoma) to “probe their 
understanding of basic issues related to climate change” (p. 2233).  About 57 percent of the 
students believed that global climate change is not occurring, a result that mirrors Stamm et 
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al.’s (2000) findings.  The respondents also cited television as their primary source of 
information about the topic. 
The students also estimated a much higher increase in average temperature as a result 
of global climate change than did the IPCC scientists.  Students speculated an 18.8-degree 
rise in temperature over 50 years in comparison to a 2.7-degree increase predicted by the 
IPCC.  Students also cited a variety of causes of climate change.  Forty-five believed 
pollution caused climate change; 39 linked fossil fuel usage to climate change; 29 mentioned 
deforestation and forest fires as a cause; 26 believed ozone depletion contributed to global 
climate change.  More students believed that pollution, rather than the burning of fossil fuels, 
caused global climate change.  Gowda et al. (1997) surmise the students’ misconceptions 
were due to their reliance on the news media for information about climate issues. 
The Media Research Center (1997) reports that global climate change is usually 
portrayed as an issue that pits scientists and environmental activists against industry.  The 
issue is subject to the competing claims of and hostile debates from a multitude of sources 
cited in news reports: scientists, politicians, movie celebrities, religious leaders, advocacy 
groups, and industry spokespeople, among others.   
Problems arise when writers fail to distinguish between subtle differences in opinion 
and diametrically opposing views; when they include or place undue weight on the 
views of individuals who are not qualified to offer informed scientific opinions; and 
when they fail to make a clear distinction between scientific opinion and political 
opinion. (Houston and Wallace, 2000, p. 52) 
 
 In other words, as the media make room for a variety of sources about this issue, the 
scientific consensus that global climate change will adversely affect the planet if left 
unchecked gets diluted.  The media’s attempt to balance the viewpoints of scientists and 
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others who disagree with their assessments has produced coverage that highlights uncertainty 
and confusion (Moser and Dilling, 2004).   
Of the mass media channels that bring global climate change into public debate, the 
broadcast media are perhaps the most potent.  As such, it is pertinent to ask: What events 
contribute to the amplification or attenuation of the debate?  Are these events on a local or 
global scale?  When and how often are scientists cited by broadcast networks in regards to 
global climate change?  Who are the competing voices in this debate? 
This study examines trends in global climate change coverage across broadcast 
networks.  It investigates how different networks cover events related to global climate 
change, the extent to which scientists are cited in the coverage, and who competes against 
them in the public discourse about this important topic.  What were these sources saying in 
the broadcast networks’ discourse about this phenomenon? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 6 
CHAPTER 2 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
 
Chapter 1 discussed the background of global climate change and established that the 
mass media—specifically the broadcast industry—are the public’s primary source of 
information about this issue that has local and international significance.  The first section of 
this chapter describes how global climate change coverage, like the coverage of most issues 
with scientific underpinnings, is buffeted by local and international events that trigger a rise 
and fall in media attention.  The second section outlines the application of the social arena 
theory to explain the media’s performance as a risk amplification station in the general global 
climate change debate.  The research questions and hypotheses engendered by these concepts 
and theoretical framework follow the discussions in each section. 
 
 
The rise and fall of media coverage of scientific issues 
 
Critics typically portray the mass media as institutions with a short attention span, 
providing coverage of an issue with an initial burst of attention but using little effort to 
sustain coverage (Yankelovich, 1985).  “The time span during which mass media attention is 
directed toward any one issue is presumably a discrete, time-bound state” (Rogers et al., 
1991, p. 1).  The topic of global climate change is no exception.  A cursory examination of 
media coverage indicates that like most issues, a spurt of coverage follows some event (i.e., a 
scientific discovery or finding), but the coverage usually lasts for limited durations. 
According to Rogers et al. (1991), a lack of new information about an issue causes 
coverage to stop.  For the broadcast industry to consider an “old” issue newsworthy again, 
 7 
not only does it need new information about the issue, “but the new information must enable 
writers and editors to recast the issue in a new way” (Rogers et al., 1991, p. 3).  This finding 
supports a prior statement made by Singer and Endreny (1987) relative to scientific risk: 
A rare hazard is more newsworthy than a common one, other things being equal; a 
new hazard is more newsworthy than an old one; and a dramatic hazard—one that 
kills many people at once, suddenly or mysteriously—is more newsworthy than a 
long-familiar illness. (p. 13) 
 
As a topic, global climate change has been part of the media agenda since late 1988 (Trumbo, 
1996).  Thus, it is reasonable to suggest that it is an “old” issue whose coverage among 
broadcast networks depends upon the acquisition of new information or recent events, 
statements or scientific findings that may trigger subsequent attention. 
The ebb and flow of media coverage is a characteristic of most issues that have 
sustained media interest for quite some time for their “newsworthiness.”  An example in the 
arena of science is AIDS.  From June 1981 to December 1988, Rogers et al. (1991) analyzed 
news stories about AIDS in six major mass media outlets: The New York Times, The 
Washington Post, The Los Angeles Times, and the evening network newscasts of ABS, CBS 
and NBC.  Rogers et al. found three peaks in the combined media coverage—“a first peak in 
May 1983, a second in July 1985, and a third in February 1987” (p. 11).   
According to the study, these peaks correlated with certain events that led to, or 
triggered, more news coverage.  The first peak resulted from an editorial in a medical journal 
that suggested that AIDS spreads through casual contact among people.  The death of movie 
actor Rock Hudson created a second trigger that sparked another wave of intense news 
coverage.   
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However, “it is difficult to predict what will trigger coverage and what will 
not…some events trigger much more attention than others” (Abbott et al., 2001, p. 9).  
According to Abbott et al. (2001), one might expect that a triggering event would “increase 
coverage of a scientific risk [and] lead to an increase in the number of sources (especially 
sources that might be opposed to the issue)” (p. 10). 
Trumbo (1996) reviewed 252 news stories about global climate change published in 
The New York Times, The Washington Post, The Los Angeles Times, Christian Science 
Monitor and The Wall Street Journal and found that coverage remained relatively low until 
1988.  This may have been sparked by the fact that in that year, North America experienced 
significant drought conditions, leading NASA scientist James Hansen to testify in Congress 
that “climate change had manifested itself” (Trumbo, 1996, p. 273).   
This represented the first peak in broadcast news coverage of global climate change 
for Trumbo’s content analysis period.  Until this time, the topic did not receive substantial 
attention from the media because it had not become part of the political agenda (Wilkins and 
Patterson, 1991).  “Between 1985 and 1988, a number of influential U.S. [House 
representatives] adopted climate change as an important concern” (Trumbo, 1996, p. 274).  
By 1992, the problems associated with global climate change became evident on a global 
scale “as nations of the world began contemplating a treaty to slow the release of greenhouse 
gases” (p. 275).  In mid-1992, broadcast news coverage of global climate change reached 
another peak due to the Earth Summit in Brazil.  Trumbo noted that by 1994, coverage of 
global climate change “was scant,” but another surge of attention occurred in early 1995 
when a large chunk of the Antarctic ice shelf broke off into the sea.  The end of 1995 and 
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early 1996 experienced “a modest rise in attention in response to the consensus statement 
made by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change” (p. 276).   
Trumbo ultimately found two important triggers—Hansen’s testimony in Congress in 
1988 and the Earth Summit in 1992—and subsequently divided the texts into three phases for 
analytic purposes: pre-mid-1988, mid-1988 to mid-1992, and post-mid-1992. 
Based on this and other studies (i.e., Rogers et al., 1991), one may expect that 
broadcast news coverage of global climate change will exponentially increase in response to 
“triggers” that prompt attention to the issue.  What were the triggering events that caused 
peaks and valleys in global climate change coverage across broadcast networks from January 
2000 to December 2005?  Does it vary over the course of time across networks?  
 
 
National versus international triggering events 
 
According to Utley (1997), coverage of international news by broadcast networks has 
significantly declined due to the sense that Americans are not as interested in news from 
outside the U.S.  Indeed, Utley (1997) reported that international coverage on nightly news 
programs has decreased, specifically at ABC “from 3,733 minutes in 1989 to 1,838 minutes 
in 1996” (p. 2) and at NBC “from 3,351 minutes to 1,175 minutes” (p. 2) across the same 
time span.  Therefore, international news now constitutes a smaller proportion of national 
network broadcasts. 
Powers (2001) suggested that over several decades, Americans have paid more 
attention to international news that has some connection to their own lives.  News that did 
not make this connection becomes a secondary priority.  For example, when President 
George W. Bush first traveled to Europe in June 2001, “he was peppered with tough 
 10 
questions about global warming, missile defense, and other tricky subjects” (p. 2083) in a 
Madrid news conference.  That night, NBC Nightly News with Tom Brokaw began with three 
stories related to personal health instead of the president’s European visit.   
There was no mistaking the priorities here: NBC had decided that three stories from 
the wildly popular “Your Health” bin were more significant than a new American 
President’s debut in Europe. (Powers, 2001, p. 2083) 
 
 Do national “triggering” events prompt more coverage of global climate change than 
international ones?  Because Americans ostensibly are not as interested in news from abroad, 
it can be surmised that an international trigger will not generate as much coverage about 
global climate change among the broadcast networks.  Is there a difference in the magnitude 
of coverage spawned by national versus international triggers? 
 
 
The social arena theory 
 
 According to Kasperson (1992), the social amplification of risk framework is based 
on the idea that events pertaining to risks interact with “psychological, social, institutional 
and cultural processes in ways that can heighten or attenuate perceptions of risk and shape 
risk behavior” (p. 157-158).  Behavior responses generate secondary social and economic 
effects, which often lead to further risk intensification or attenuation (Kasperson, 1992). 
 The amplification and attenuation process, as defined by Kasperson (1992), starts 
“with either a physical event (such as an accident) or a report on environmental or 
technological events, releases, exposures, or consequences” (p. 159).  Groups and individuals 
monitor these circumstances related to their “agenda of concern,” select specific 
characteristics and interpret them according to their unique perceptions (Kasperson, 1992).  
“They also communicate these interpretations to other individuals and groups and receive 
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interpretations in return” (p. 159).  After they process the information, some may feel 
compelled to respond (Kasperson, 1992). 
 Kasperson (1992) defines amplification stations as individuals, groups or institutions 
that collect information about risks, communicate with others and act through behavioral 
responses.  Hoban (1995) contends that the media constitute just one of the many risk 
amplification stations that serve as a battleground where competing (and often opposing) 
voices influence how the public perceives risk inherent in scientific issues. 
“The media are generally more interested in politics than science, in simplicity than 
complexity…they often look for controversy and emphasize opposing views” (Hoban, 1995, 
p. 192).  This is so, according to Dunwoody (1992), because occupational norms are by far 
the strongest predictors of what becomes news.  Dunwoody believes that these norms govern 
what journalists do.  When it comes to science reporting, one journalistic norm is to inform, 
not necessarily to educate (Dunwoody, 1992).  Dunwoody (1992) posits that journalists 
regard explanatory detail as a waste of time and as potentially dysfunctional.  “Such basic 
knowledge, the reporter argues, must be supplied by the educational system and is the 
responsibility of the [viewer], not the journalist” (Dunwoody, 1992, p. 83). 
 Global climate change is a science issue that the general public might perceive to be 
inherently carrying messages that involve risks.  Experts define risk to include two main 
components: the hazard potential (i.e., the likelihood that something will cause harm) and the 
probability of exposure (i.e., how likely are certain people to be exposed to the hazard) 
(Sandman, 1993).  Most science stories that require attention to risk, however, do not help 
readers understand the risk, Dunwoody (1992) explains.  They simply report the story.  “A 
reporter’s task is to tell audiences about happenings, not to provide them with the basic 
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knowledge required to understand those happenings” (Dunwoody, 1992, p. 83).  Under such 
an ethic, the journalist may include a risk estimate in his/her story but may feel no 
obligation—and may not have the space or time—to “help the audience understand enough 
about probability theory to place the estimate in an appropriate perspective” (Dunwoody, 
1992, p. 84).  Thus, as it pertains to risk-laden topics, such as global climate change, 
journalistic frames are at best indifferent to and at worse discourage explanation. 
 The absence of predictive risk assessment in news reports lead “a majority of citizens 
[to] rely on intuitive risk judgments, typically called risk perceptions” (Hoban, 1995, p. 197) 
to form an opinion about an issue.  In stories about science, a reporter’s use of particular 
sources can affect how audiences perceive a risk.  Dunwoody (1992) explains that the 
restriction of time and lack of knowledge make it very difficult for journalists to determine 
which source dispenses accurate, truthful information.  Specific to stories about stem cell 
research, Yoon (2005) found that journalists provide more quality news coverage simply to 
the sources they believed were more credible.  “They are put in a more positive context, 
which may be more valuable to sources that attempt to influence the perceptions of 
policymakers and the public” (Yoon, 2005, p. 292).  This may consequently make a 
difference in the quality of information disseminated by sources to the public.  “Journalists 
have neither the time nor the expertise, in most cases, to do validity checks” (Dunwoody, 
1992, p. 88).  Reese et al. (1994) agree, finding that journalists consult only a narrow range 
of experts to conserve time rather than seek out new ones.  According to Steele (1990), 
“university experts are particularly attractive to television news producers.”  Dunwoody 
(1992) adds that the journalism profession utilizes a practice that if one cannot determine 
who tells the truth, then he/she must make an effort to include a variety of available sources.  
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“Many newsrooms assume that the good journalistic account must give approximately equal 
space or time to the various positions regardless of the probable validity of any one claim” 
(Dunwoody, 1992, p. 88).  Therefore, an informed scientist’s standpoint on global climate 
change receives the same amount of time and “play” as a politician’s perspective regardless 
of which testimony is more accurate. 
 Palfreman (2006) found a similar occurrence in a study that explored media 
depictions of nuclear power.  He attributed the public’s “extraordinarily confused” state 
about nuclear issues in part to journalists’ distortion through granting equal time to opposing 
views.  “In the culture of science, balancing opposing views may be neither fair nor truthful” 
(Palfreman, 2006, p. 33).  He explains that journalists must know more science.  “Then their 
reports would be more accurate and then, perhaps, the public might understand more about 
issues” (Palfreman, 2006, p. 31). 
 The media thus provide a forum for expression where certain sources and interest 
groups battle for the public’s perception of risks.  As such, Hoban (1995) refers to the media 
as a “social arena” or a location where the struggle for a solution to a specific risk takes 
place.  Hoban defines social arena theory as the attempt of various interest groups to try to 
sway public policy and perception in support of their own opinions.  “Risk debates within 
[the arena] tend to focus on two issues: acceptable level of risk and distribution of risks and 
benefits across society” (Hoban, 1995, p. 192-193).  The theory holds that groups whose 
interests or values are either supported or threatened enter the “arena.” However, the actual 
risk “is often not the motivating factor that pulls a group into the risk arena” (Hoban, 1995, p. 
193).  Rather, the arena is a way for a source or interest group to gain notoriety or resources.  
Proponents and opponents emerge, and in between the polar sides lie the vast majority of 
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people.  “Citizens show relatively little interest…or concern…until the benefits or risks are 
somehow brought close to home” (Hoban, 1995, p. 193).  According to Abbott et al. (2001), 
one might expect from this theory “an increase in the variety of sources that are used in mass 
media coverage as more and more groups seek to put forth their views” (p. 5). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.  A modified graphical representation of the social arena theory (adapted from  
       Renn, 1992). 
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Figure 1 illustrates the role of the broadcast networks in the social arena.  Segments 
of the general public belong to a particular social division, such as scientists, celebrities, 
politicians and industry representatives, among others.  According to the social arena theory, 
within these divisions, an individual or a group enters the arena to voice opinions about a 
risk.  The center of the arena is occupied by the principal actors, or those in society who seek 
to influence policy and public perception related to a risk (Renn, 1992).  However, their 
motivation is to gain notoriety or resources through the media.  Throughout this struggle, the 
broadcast networks serve as issue amplifiers who “communicate with the principal actors, 
interpret their findings and report them” (Renn, 1992, p. 183).  The “actor(s)” the broadcast 
networks cite most often and the amount of coverage allocated to them ultimately impacts 
policy and people’s perception. 
Trumbo (1996) also showed in his content analysis that the mass media serve as a 
venue for competing views about global climate change, concluding that cited sources make 
a difference in the public’s perception of this issue.  “It is in the source that the broader 
authority of the story resides” (Trumbo, 1996, p. 270).  Trumbo categorized sources into 
several groups.  These categories were: 
university scientists, government scientists (NASA and NOAA [among others]), other 
scientists (including those from other nations), Congresspersons, Presidential 
administrations, officials of other nations, environmental interest groups, and business 
and industry interest groups. (Trumbo, 1996, p. 272) 
 
Ninety-eight percent of all quoted sources in Trumbo’s (1996) study fell into these 
categories. 
Trumbo observed that despite an increase in the number of stories that discussed the 
topic, a significant decline occurred simultaneously in the percentage of scientists consulted 
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as sources.  “Scientists become less dominant sources as the issue matures” (p. 281).  
Because scientists left the debate as it heated up, it allowed for more perspectives from 
politicians and interest groups.  Trumbo could not determine if scientists chose to distance 
themselves from the debate or if the mass media simply replaced them with other sources.  
However, he posits that “the scientist’s role as a news source is critical” (p. 281).  He also 
questioned whether scientists could retake a share of the media coverage from politicians and 
interest groups as attention returns to the issue. 
Like Trumbo (1996), others have looked at global climate change coverage trends in 
the print media (such as Nissani, 1999; McComas and Shanahan, 1999; Dispensa and Brulle, 
2003; and Antilla, 2005).  More scant are those that have investigated broadcast news.  One 
such study is that of Nitz et al. (1996), who analyzed the nightly newscasts of the three major 
American television networks—ABC, CBS and NBC—from 1993 to 1995.  They lamented 
that although the media are the primary and often the only source people turn to for 
environmental information, news coverage of environmental issues may have been  
“poisoned by inconsistencies, distortions and misrepresentation of data” (p. 159).  Citing 
Sachsman (1991), they observed that in an effort to be sensational, timely and simple, the 
media under-emphasize risks and over-dramatize disputes.   
Nitz et al. (1996) attributed these journalistic tendencies to the reporters’ inability to 
identify and evaluate reliable and credible sources.  “The media are scientifically biased in 
that they promulgate the opinions of anyone claiming to be an ‘expert’ ” (p. 160).   
The sources selected for information in news stories could be significant determinants 
of the media’s potential ability to prime viewers about the nature of a particular issue, 
including global warming.  The potential risk involved is largely perpetuated and 
created by the media’s selection of sources. (Nitz et al., 1996, p. 163)   
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Like Trumbo (1996), Nitz et al. (1996) coded sources into specific categories.  
Sources in each transcript generally fell under the following categories:  
president or other world leader, members of Congress or other world legislative body, 
business leaders or representatives, environmental group leaders, government agency 
officials, scientists, people on the street…other (for those who did not fit into their 
coding scheme) and none (for when the transcript provided no source). (p. 167)  
 
They found that the broadcast media heavily relied on scientists or scientific reports 
for information about global climate change.  In fact, 52 percent of the sources cited in the 
broadcast transcripts were related to science.  Environmental groups also received a decent 
amount of attention; 24 percent of the sources cited in the transcripts came from this group.  
Other sources that received marginal attention included world leaders, legislative bodies and 
government agencies (Nitz et al., 1996).   
Public perception of risk may also be tied to intensity of coverage, specifically on the 
proportion of global climate change stories relative to the total number of stories within 
newscasts.  Nitz et al. (1996) observe that 
Stories that are given extensive coverage are clearly those that the news media deem 
to be important.  The more something is mentioned, the greater its potential influence 
on the priority people view it as a national problem. (Nitz et al., 1996, p. 163) 
 
The results of their content analysis indicate that global climate change was not a 
popular topic for broadcast news.  “In 1993-1995, not one story on global warming was a 
lead story” (p. 169) in a timeframe that produced a total of about 2,000 stories across the 
networks.  “Of these, 25 [or only one percent] were environmental” (p. 169).  This small 
number of stories suggests that “global warming is not important enough to warrant much 
discussion and that one should be skeptical of reports saying it is a critical issue” (p. 173). 
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What sources did the broadcast news networks cite in their discussions of global 
climate change?  In this risk amplification arena, did they consult an equal number of 
science-related and non-science-related sources?  Goaded by tenets of objectivity and 
balanced reporting, did broadcast news networks cite from an equal number of scientists and 
science-related sources as those without a science background?   
 According to Abbott et al. (2001), the number of consulted sources with opposing 
views increases as news coverage and a topic peaks.  Is there a correlation between the 
number of sources and the extent to which the coverage can be characterized as contentious 
or high in conflict? 
 
Research questions 
 
 Based on the foregoing literature, the present study investigates the following 
questions related to the coverage of global climate change among three national broadcast 
networks—ABC, CBS and NBC—over a period of six years (January 2000 to December 
2005): 
(1) What were the triggering events that caused peaks in global climate change 
coverage across the broadcast news networks?  Were these triggering events 
similar across networks?  How intensely was the topic covered over a six-year 
span? 
(2) Did national “triggering” events prompt more coverage of global climate change 
than international ones?  In other words, is there a difference in the magnitude of 
coverage spawned by national versus international triggers? 
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(3) What sources did the broadcast news networks cite in their discussions of global 
climate change?  Did the networks cite from an equal number of scientists and 
science-related sources as those without a science background?   
(4) How contentious was the debate about climate change as depicted in the news 
transcripts?  Is there a relationship between the number of sources cited and the 
degree of conflict depicted in the coverage? 
(5) What were these claims and counter-claims discussed in the news transcripts?   
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CHAPTER 3 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
 
Data for this study were gathered through a content analysis of broadcast news 
transcripts retrieved from the Lexis Nexis Academic database.  A guided news search within 
this database led to the following prompts: category, news source, search terms and date 
range.  To obtain broadcast transcripts from the ABC network, for example, “news 
transcripts” was selected at the category prompt, and the phrase “ABC news transcripts” was 
selected as the news source.  The words “global warming” were used as the search terms in 
the headline, lead paragraph(s) and/or term(s), and “World News Tonight” was entered as a 
particular show.  The period of analysis, January 2000 to December 2005, was specified as 
the date range.  This duration allows for the inclusion of several events that should trigger 
coverage surges.   
Similar steps were observed to retrieve broadcast transcripts from the CBS and NBC 
networks.  This retrieval process produced 67 transcripts from ABC, 124 from CBS and 82 
from NBC, for a total of 273 news transcripts included in the analysis.  The complete 
broadcast transcript is this study’s unit of analysis. 
 
Sampling method 
 Each network has a primetime national newscast that airs at 5:30 p.m. in the Central 
time zone.  This study limits the analysis to each networks’ primetime news show to assure 
comparability of results.  Therefore, Fox network, for example, was excluded from the 
analysis because it does not air a national newscast at the same time as the other three.  The 
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273 transcripts thus constitute a census of all evening news programs broadcast by the major 
networks.  For ABC, the news program of record is “World News Tonight.”  For CBS, it is 
the “CBS Evening News,” and for NBC, it is “NBC Nightly News.” 
 
Conceptual and operational definitions of variables 
Triggering events 
 The first research question asks for the triggering events that caused peaks in global 
climate change coverage across the three broadcast networks.  Did the networks demonstrate 
coverage surges based on the same triggering events?  How intensely was the topic covered 
over a six-year span? 
 A triggering event is an occurrence hypothesized to cause a spike in news coverage.  
These occurrences were determined after plotting the number of transcripts that substantially 
discussed global climate change broadcasts over time.  Examples of triggering events are the 
release of the movie The Day After Tomorrow in May 2004 and the onslaught of Hurricane 
Katrina in September 2005, both of which generated substantial discussions of the global 
climate change phenomenon in the mass media.   
Intensity of coverage is defined as the number of broadcast transcripts that mentioned 
the terms “global climate change” or “global warming.” 
National vs. international triggering events 
 The second research question asks if national triggering events prompted more 
coverage of global climate change than international ones.  In other words, is there a 
difference in the magnitude of coverage spawned by national versus international triggers? 
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 An international trigger refers to an event or occurrence that happened outside of the 
United States.  National triggers pertain to those events that originated and occurred in the 
United States.  To answer the second research question, descriptive statistics were applied. 
Sources 
 The third research question asks for the sources the broadcast networks cited in their 
discussions of global climate change.  Did the networks cite an equal number of scientists or 
science-related sources as those without a science background? 
 A source is a person, group and/or organization attributed as the originator of ideas, 
commentaries, research findings or other information about global climate change.  Past 
studies confirm that broadcast networks consult a variety of sources.  This study  
categorizes sources into two broad groups: (1) scientists and science-related sources and (2) 
non-scientific sources.  The scientific-related sources were further divided into three groups: 
university-based, government-based and advocacy group-based  (e.g., university scientists 
and/or professors, military researchers, environmental authors, and employees at companies 
such as NASA, the Scripps Institution of Oceanography, the National Center for 
Atmospheric Research and the National Climatic Data Center).  The non-scientific sources 
were sub-categorized into religious-oriented individuals, political figures, celebrities and 
industry policymakers (e.g., state senators, congressional representatives, actors/actresses, 
movie critics, and insurance company employees). 
 The sources that fell under each sub-category were counted.  To determine whether 
the three networks differed in the number of scientists and non-scientists they cited, two one-
way ANOVA tests were conducted. 
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Degree of conflict 
 The fourth research question asks how contentious the debate concerning global 
climate change was as depicted in the news transcripts.  Is there a relationship between the 
number of sources cited and the degree of conflict depicted in the coverage? 
 “Actors” in the global climate change debate rarely identify themselves as entirely for 
or against the issue.  Instead, they offer specific assertions and ideas about factors that 
influence global climate change and the immediate as well as long-term consequences.  
Degree of conflict refers to the different points of view about global climate change evident 
in the transcripts.  This was ascertained by the number of claims that had an observable 
counter-claim in the transcripts.  That the earth is warming is an example of a claim.  A 
counter-claim is a statement that directly contradicts that.  The number of claims and 
counter-claims represents controversy and intensity of debate, or degree of conflict evident in 
the coverage as a whole. 
 Descriptive statistics were used to answer this research question.  In addition, a 
correlation test was conducted to determine if a relationship exists between degree of conflict 
and the total number of sources cited. 
Claims and counter-claims  
 The fifth research question asks what were the claims and counter-claims discussed in 
the news transcripts.  This question calls for a qualitative analysis of the claims and counter-
claims identified in Research Question 4. 
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Inter-coder Reliability 
 Appendix B shows the study’s coding sheet and coding protocols.  It was pre-tested 
on ten percent of the broadcast transcripts to determine intercoder reliability.  The author and 
another student-coder were trained on the coding protocols.   
Nine transcripts from each network were randomly selected as outlined by Agresti 
and Finlay (1997).  These 27 transcripts—about 10 percent of the census—served as the 
sample for an intercoder reliability pretest between two coders.  Holsti’s (1969) formula 
(Wimmer and Dominick, 2006) was initially used to calculate inter-coder reliability for every 
nominal variable to determine whether the coding protocols required more explanation to 
augment agreement between the coders.  A reliability percentage was obtained for each 
variable.  Because the pretest produced unacceptable intercoder reliability results, the coding 
protocols were adjusted to enhance agreement.  In particular, discrepancies occurred with 
source identification and their claims and counter-claims because several transcripts only 
tangentially discussed global climate change.  Thus, the following transcripts were removed 
from the census: 
(1) Those that contained the words “global climate change” or “global warming” only 
as a “lead-in” or a “tease” to another story or topic, 
(2) Those that mentioned the terms but discussed the topic only tangentially and in 
the context of an unrelated issue (e.g., an international political meeting, a decrease in SUV 
sales, etc.), 
(3) Those that contained no source citations outside of the news industry.  Appendix 
A lists the transcripts removed from the study and an explanation for their omission from 
subsequent analysis. 
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A transcript was retained if it had at least one source that discussed global climate 
change.  That is, at least one external source in the transcript had to meet one of two criteria: 
1) that it mentioned “global warming” or “global climate change” in the citation; and 2) that 
it used a qualifier (e.g., “it”) in response to a journalist’s prior use of one of the 
aforementioned phrases in the text. 
Thus, the initial census was reduced to a sample of 97 transcripts: 17 from ABC, 47 
from CBS and 33 from NBC.   
The coding protocols for source identification and claims/counter-claims were revised 
to improve reliability.  Scientific and non-scientific sources were divided into four sub-
categories, but coders had diverse opinions of what these sub-categories meant and whom 
they included.  To clarify the categorical descriptions, the coders reviewed 
company/organization/institution Web sites associated with every source cited in the 97 
transcripts.  They generically grouped sources whose Web site affiliations ended with “.edu” 
as university based, “.gov” as government based and “.org” as advocacy group based.  
University-based sources typically have an environmental focus and an affiliation with a 
postsecondary educational institution.  Government-based sources typically performed 
environmental protection and/or regulation functions and were funded and/or administered 
by the U.S. government.  Advocacy-group based-sources also typically have an 
environmental focus and are guided by and/or utilize scientific knowledge and information in 
the performance of their mandates, as specified in their mission statement.  A source with an 
unspecified affiliation is one in which no information was given in the transcript to allow 
categorization. 
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Non-scientific sources were divided into five sub-categories: religious based, political 
or governmental figure, celebrity, other, and those with an unspecified affiliation.  Examples 
of religious-based sources include ministers, reverends, priests, rabbis, missionaries, etc.  
Examples of political or governmental figures include Congresspersons, staff members of a 
presidential administration, officials from other nations, etc.  Examples of celebrities are 
actors, actresses, TV personalities, etc.  Non-scientific sources classified as “other” typically 
have a business or industry focus and have an agenda other than the promulgation of science 
as disclosed in their online mission statement.  Appendix C lists the inter-coder source 
identification agreements within each network. 
In addition, the coders sought better agreement in their identification of source claims 
and counter-claims relevant to global climate change.  A claim was defined as a statement 
that referred to the state or existence of global climate change; a perceived cause or 
consequence of global climate change; or a potential solution and/or course of action to 
combat global climate change.  A source counter-claim thus became an opposing opinion to 
the claim initially made in the transcript.  The coders determined that a conjunction in a 
compound sentence (e.g., “and”) would result in two claims or counter-claims unless the 
conjunction was used in the context of a list. 
Inter-coder reliability calculations were computed again with the revised protocols.  
Since Holsti’s (1969) formula does not account for coder agreement that happens strictly by 
chance, the Scott’s pi (1955) formula (Wimmer and Dominick, 2006) verified the reliability 
percentages obtained for each nominal variable.  In the example of the “Type 1” variable, 
once the percentage of observed agreement across the networks has been calculated, then the 
marginal totals for each coder are squared and added.  The latter summation is the percentage 
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of expected agreement.  These percentages for observed and expected agreement are 
calculated in the Scott’s pi (1955) formula: (% observed agreement - % expected agreement) 
/ (1 - % expected agreement).  The reliability results associated with each variable are shown 
in Table 1.   
 
  
 
 
 
 
Variable name  Variable level Percentage agreement 
Natl1 National triggers 89.7% 
Intnatl1 International triggers 90.8% 
Type1 Science or non-science based first source 100.0% 
Science1 Category of science-based source 97.5% 
Nosci1 Category of non-scientific source 95.1% 
Type2 Science or non-science based second source 97.0% 
Science2 Category of science-based source 89.9% 
Nosci2 Category of non-scientific source 100.0% 
Type3 Science or non-science based third source 100.0% 
Science3 Category of science-based source 92.4% 
Nosci3 Category of non-scientific source 100.0% 
Type4 Science or non-science based fourth source 89.0% 
Science4 Category of science-based source 100.0% 
Nosci4 Category of non-scientific source 100.0% 
Type5 Science or non-science based fifth source 100.0% 
Science5 Category of science-based source N/A 
Nosci5 Category of non-scientific source 100.0% 
Type6 Science or non-science based sixth source 100.0% 
Science6 Category of science-based source N/A 
Nosci6 Category of non-scientific source 100.0% 
Ttlclaim Claims  76.4% 
Ttlcountr Counterclaims 85.2% 
Table 1. Scott’s pi inter-coder reliability results for nominal variables. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
This study explores the broadcast media’s portrayal of global climate change.  
Broadcast news transcripts were retrieved from the Lexis Nexis Academic database via a 
guided news search.  The period of analysis, January 2000 to December 2005, allows for the 
inclusion of several events that should cause numerous rises and falls in broadcast media 
coverage of global climate change.  This retrieval process produced 67 transcripts from ABC, 
124 from CBS and 82 from NBC, for a census 273 news transcripts.  This census was paired 
down to a total of 97 transcripts (the final sample) used in further analysis. 
 
RQ1: Trends in coverage 
 
The first research question asks: What were the triggering events that caused peaks in 
global climate change coverage across the three broadcast networks?  Were they similar 
across the three networks?  How intensely was the topic covered? 
Intensity of coverage is defined as the number of broadcast transcripts that mentioned 
the terms “global climate change” and/or “global warming.”  In general, the three networks 
differed in intensity of coverage whether the census data or the resulting sample were 
analyzed.  When the original census transcripts were taken into account, the total number of 
transcripts that discussed global climate change for each network was 67 for ABC, 124 for 
CBS and 82 for NBC over a six-year period.  When the sample was analyzed, however, the 
total number of transcripts produced per network was 17 for ABC, 47 for CBS and 33 for 
NBC (Table 2). 
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Table 2.  Intensity of coverage by network, 2000-2005 
Network Census Sample 
ABC 67 17 
CBS 124 47 
NBC 82 33 
 
 
 Nitz et al. (1996) concluded that global climate change was not an important news 
story among major television networks from 1993-1995: only 25 of about 2,000 stories were 
environmental.  In this study, only 97 of a census 273 transcripts contained source citations 
that spoke of this subject across the same three networks in a six-year span.  Thus, global 
climate change stories in the broadcast news can be considered low in intensity. 
A triggering event is an occurrence hypothesized to cause a spike in news coverage.  
These occurrences were determined by plotting the number of topic-related transcripts aired 
over time.  Figure 2 compares coverage trends and intensity among the three networks using 
the census.  Figure 3 shows differences in coverage intensity by network using the sample 
transcripts. 
 CBS and NBC showed five peaks of coverage while ABC had four peaks over the 
six-year duration.  All three networks demonstrated a peak in coverage in May-June 2001, 
mid-2002, and in the latter half of 2005.  However, the peaks in coverage did not occur at the 
same time across networks.     
Some of the peak periods of coverage evident in Figures 2 and 3 represent common 
triggers across network.  For instance, in May-June 2001, all three networks displayed a peak 
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in coverage following President George W. Bush’s first visit abroad, his rejection of the 
Kyoto Protocol and the announcement of his energy policy. 
 Other spikes in coverage appeared to be triggered by different events.  For example, 
in mid-2002, most CBS transcripts discussed global climate change effects in the Arctic, 
while those from NBC referred to the Bush administration’s turnaround in regards to the 
existence of global climate change.  ABC’s coverage did not seem affected by these events at 
all.  In the latter half of 2005, ABC reported mainly on the G8 Summit in Gleneagles, 
Scotland, while CBS transcripts debated a possible link in the recent increase in the number 
of hurricanes to global climate change.  NBC’s coverage, however, discussed other weather-
related issues hypothesized as connected to global climate change, such as the flooding in 
certain parts of Europe at that time. 
 ABC and CBS shared a common peak in coverage in September-October 2004, 
apparently sparked by a number of events such as the presidential candidates’ positions in 
regards to global climate change or the California legislation to reduce automobile emissions. 
 However, two networks—NBC and CBS—had unique global climate change 
coverage peaks at various times.  NBC had two peaks in coverage unique to the network: one 
occurred in January-February 2003, and the other happened at the same months in 2004.  
While no specific trigger led to these spikes in coverage, the transcripts tended to introduce a 
montage of possible consequences of global climate change.  In early 2000, CBS coverage 
climbed with a focus on the potential effects on world weather and on nature in general.  
About half of the transcripts within this peak period of coverage directly pertained to the 
United States. 
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 The results show that the events that led to coverage peaks among the networks often 
were not clear, discrete incidences.  Unlike past studies where one specific occurrence (e.g., 
the death of a movie actor or the testimony of a scientist in the U.S. Congress) led to a 
subsequent increase in coverage, these findings suggest that a compilation of events, 
statements, scientific findings or ideas linked to global climate change amplified the 
networks’ coverage of the subject. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.  Number of transcripts aired over time across networks that contained the terms “global  
                  climate change” and/or “global warming” (census data) 
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RQ2: National versus international triggering events 
The second research question asks if national triggering events prompted more 
coverage of global climate change than international ones.  In other words, was there a 
difference in the magnitude of coverage spawned by national versus international triggers?  
An international trigger refers to an event or occurrence that happened outside the United 
Figure 3.  The number of transcripts aired over time across networks (sample data). 
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States.  National triggers pertain to those events that originated and occurred in the United 
States.   
 Most coverage peaks among the networks corresponded to an American-related event 
that originated and/or occurred in the United States.  Of the 14 global climate change 
coverage peaks, only four were produced by international triggers.  Each network had at least 
one international trigger that prompted more coverage.  The ABC peak in July-August 2005 
primarily pertained to the G8 Summit in Gleneagles, Scotland, and resulted in five transcripts 
from the census.  In early 2000, CBS coverage rose to indicate a clear concern about the 
potential effects of global climate change on world weather and on nature, and led to 14 
transcripts from the census.  This network also produced six transcripts in mid-2002 that 
examined global climate change effects in the Arctic.  NBC’s coverage spiked in the latter 
half of 2005, when five transcripts discussed global weather-related issues hypothesized as 
being connected to global climate change.  Out of 98 transcripts in the census generated by 
triggering events, 30 were clear international triggers. 
   
RQ3: The sources cited 
 
The third research question asks for the sources the broadcast networks cited in their 
discussions of global climate change.  Did the networks cite an equal number of scientists or 
science-related sources as those without a science background?  This research question dealt 
exclusively with the sample. 
 A source is a person, group and/or organization attributed as the originator of ideas, 
commentaries, research findings or other information about global climate change.  This 
study categorized sources into two broad groups: scientific versus non-scientific.  Scientific 
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sources were further divided into four sub-categories: university based, government based, 
advocacy group based and those with an unspecified affiliation.  Non-scientific sources were 
divided into five sub-categories: religious based, political or governmental figure, celebrity, 
other, and those with unspecified affiliations.   
 Table 3 shows the number of scientific and non-scientific sources cited by ABC, CBS 
and NBC, respectively. 
 The three networks consulted 250 sources between January 1, 2000, and December 
31, 2005.  Among the networks’ 141 scientific sources, 27 were university based, 47 were 
government based, 44 were advocacy group based and 23 had unspecified affiliations.  Of the 
remaining 109 non-scientific sources, 55 were political or governmental figures, three were 
celebrities, 50 fell under “other,” and one had an unspecified affiliation.  Thus, about 56 
percent of the citations were from scientists or science-related sources.  The rest were sources 
without a scientific background or mission. 
 The results show that more sources were cited during peak periods of coverage.  Ten 
of ABC’s 44 sources were cited during these times.  At CBS, 57 of the network’s 131 
sources were cited during coverage peaks.  Thirty-one of NBC’s 75 total sources were 
observed in the transcripts during coverage spikes.  This suggests that across networks, an 
increase in coverage was accompanied by an increase in the number of sources cited. 
 In addition, in the transcripts that aired during periods of peak coverage, 56 percent of 
the cited sources were science-based.  This means that scientists and science-related sources 
remained the major sources of information as the issue received more attention.  Still, 22 
percent of the total number of sources cited—the largest sub-category—were political or 
governmental figures.     
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 To determine if the networks differed in reliance on scientific sources, a one-way 
ANOVA test was conducted.  The results show that there was no significant difference in the 
number of scientific sources cited among the three networks [F(2,94)=2.114, p=.126] (Table 
4).  The results of another ANOVA test demonstrated no difference among the three 
networks in terms of the number of non-scientific sources cited [F(2,94)=.149, p=.862] 
(Table 5).  These findings indicate that although CBS cited the most number of scientific 
sources and ABC featured more non-scientific sources in absolute terms, the networks were 
not statistically different in terms of the type of sources used.   
 
 
 
 
SOURCE TYPE ABC CBS NBC 
 Count % Count % Count % 
SCIENTIFIC       
University 4 9.1 17 13.0 6 8.0 
Government 10 22.7 26 19.8 11 14.7 
Advocacy group 9 20.4 20 15.3 15 20.0 
Unspecified 1 2.3 13 9.9 9 12.0 
TOTAL 24 54.5 76 58.0 41 54.7 
NON-SCIENTIFIC       
Religious 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Political/governmental figure 11 25.0 30 22.9 14 18.7 
Celebrity 1 2.3 0 0.0 2 2.7 
Other 8 18.2 25 19.1 17 22.7 
Unspecified 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.2 
TOTAL 20 45.5 55 42.0 34 45.3 
OVERALL 44 100.0 131 100.0 75 100.0 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.  Scientific and non-scientific sources cited by the broadcast networks. 
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# scientific sources  
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum 
ABC 17 1.4118 1.06412 .25809 .8646 1.9589 .00 3.00 
CBS 47 1.6170 .70874 .10338 1.4089 1.8251 .00 3.00 
NBC 33 1.2424 .79177 .13783 .9617 1.5232 .00 3.00 
Total 97 1.4536 .81676 .08293 1.2890 1.6182 .00 3.00 
 
 ANOVA 
 
# scientific sources  
  
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 2.757 2 1.378 2.114 .126 
Within Groups 61.285 94 .652     
Total 64.041 96       
 
 
  
# non-scientific sources  
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum 
ABC 17 1.1765 1.59041 .38573 .3588 1.9942 .00 6.00 
CBS 47 1.1702 1.10962 .16186 .8444 1.4960 .00 4.00 
NBC 33 1.0303 1.13150 .19697 .6291 1.4315 .00 4.00 
Total 97 1.1237 1.20119 .12196 .8816 1.3658 .00 6.00 
 
  ANOVA  
# non-scientific sources  
  
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups .437 2 .218 .149 .862 
Within Groups 138.079 94 1.469     
Total 138.515 96       
 
 
Table 4.  Results of an ANOVA test showing the difference among the networks in terms          
                of the number of scientific sources cited. 
Table 5.  Results of an ANOVA test showing the difference among networks in terms of the 
                number of non-scientific sources cited. 
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RQ4: Degree of conflict 
 
The fourth research question asks how contentious the debate concerning global 
climate change was as depicted in the news transcripts.  Is there a relationship between the 
number of sources cited and the degree of conflict depicted in the coverage? 
 Degree of conflict refers to the contrasting points of view evident in the transcripts.  
A claim is a statement about the state or existence of global climate change, a perceived 
cause or consequence of global climate change, or a potential solution and/or course of action 
to combat global climate change.  That the earth is warming is an example of a claim.  A 
counter-claim is a statement that opposes a proposition or particular claim made.  The 
number of claims that produced a discernible counter-claim represents degree of conflict. 
 Of 67 claims made by sources regarding global climate change, only 19 were 
“countered” or received opposing views.  Therefore, the coverage can be characterized as not 
particularly contentious because conflicting statements and assertions were observed only in 
less than 30 percent of the news transcripts.  
A Pearson correlation test was conducted to determine if there is a relationship 
between the number of sources cited and degree of conflict.  To do this, the number of cited 
sources in the six-year duration was compared to the total number of claims and counter-
claims observed.  The results reveal a positive but weak correlation (r=0.124, p = 0.227), 
suggesting that although degree of conflict tended to be heightened as the number of sources 
increases, this relationship was not statistically significant. 
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RQ5: Claims and counter-claims 
 
The fifth research question asks what were the claims and counter-claims discussed in 
the news transcripts.  This question calls for a qualitative analysis of the claims and counter-
claims identified in RQ4.   
 The verbatim claims and counter-claims coming from their respective claims makers 
are shown in Table 6.   
 
Table 6.  Observed claims and counter-claims about global climate change throughout the 
                duration of coverage. 
 
Claim Source Counter-claim Source 
1. …that an increase 
in greenhouse gases 
caused by humans is 
contributing to the 
problem. 
George W. Bush, 
U.S. President 
It’s [global climate 
change] essentially 
a natural 
cycle…man’s 
activity is a minor 
part of it. 
Piers Corbyn, 
geophysicist 
2. The cause of 
[global climate 
change] seems to be 
very clear it’s the 
burning of fossil 
fuels. 
Steve Thompson, 
National Parks 
Conservation 
Association 
Until we understand 
the actual physical, 
scientific causes of 
the trend, we have 
to reserve judgment 
[about the role of 
the burning of fossil 
fuels in climate 
change]. 
Ed O’Lenic, 
meteorologist, 
National Weather 
Service 
3. So the warming 
trend itself may be a 
natural thing, but 
the size of it is being 
affected by people. 
Glenn Sheehan, 
scientist 
It’s just coincidental 
that the industrial 
revolution has come 
along at the same 
time and is putting 
all this extra CO2 
into the air.  I 
believe that [man is  
not a factor].  Or, if 
he is a factor, it’s a 
much, much smaller 
than what the 
Sherwood Idso, 
scientist 
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climate alarmists are 
suggesting. 
4. Those that think 
that the human race 
has not had a 
powerful impact on 
the environment and 
climate definitely 
have their head in 
the sand. 
Bill Patzert, 
scientist, NASA 
Could it be that 
man-made global 
warming is the 
greatest hoax ever 
perpetrated on the 
American people? 
James Inhofe, 
Republican senator 
5. …the activities of 
humans are causing 
it [global climate 
change]. 
Mark Van Putten, 
president, National 
Wildlife Federation 
We do not know 
how much effect 
natural fluctuations 
in climate may have 
had on warming. 
George W. Bush, 
U.S. President 
6. When we burn 
coal and oil, we 
pollute the air, it 
causes global 
warming. 
David Hawkins, 
Natural Resources 
Defense Council 
Whether this is 
global warming 
induced by human 
activity or whether 
it’s just…a natural 
variation, we don’t 
really know at this 
point. 
James Morison, 
oceanographer, 
University of 
Washington 
7. …a significant 
part of this warming 
is due to human 
activity. 
Dmitri Kiktev, 
meteorologist 
…there’s still some 
uncertainty on all of 
this [that humans 
are to blame for 
global warming]. 
George W. Bush, 
U.S. President 
8. If greenhouse gas 
emissions are not 
reduced soon, then 
life will become 
increasingly 
difficult for most 
societies and for 
much of nature.  
There may be no 
future at all. 
Michael 
Oppenheimer, 
Environmental 
Defense Fund 
Even if we 
controlled every 
ounce of human 
emissions, we 
would still have a 
significant change 
in the climate over 
short-time scales 
and long-time 
scales. 
George Taylor, 
climatologist, 
Georgia State 
University 
9. …we need to do 
something about 
global warming 
now, because the 
impacts are already 
upon us. 
Fred Krupp, 
Environmental 
Defense 
It’s impossible to 
say how many of 
these disasters are 
related to global 
warming.  But they 
do present a picture 
of what could 
Michael 
Oppenheimer, 
Environmental 
Defense 
Table 6. Continued 
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happen in the future. 
10. …since glaciers 
are melting all over, 
the globe really is 
warming up. 
David Rind, NASA 
Goddard Institute 
for Space Studies 
Don’t believe 
statements that say 
it’s clear that things 
are warming.  It’s 
not clear. 
Frank Sprow, vice 
president, Exxon 
Mobil 
11. It’s [another 
winter without cold 
weather] perhaps 
another piece of the 
puzzle of saying, 
‘Yeah, we’re 
beginning to see the 
impacts of global 
warming’. 
Ants Leetma, 
climatologist, NWS 
It’s not that you can 
tag everything and 
blame everything on 
global warming 
‘cause it’s not 
responsible for 
every time the 
weather does 
something strange. 
Drew Shindell, 
climatologist, 
NASA 
12. The world 
continues to get 
warmer.  There’s no 
question we’re 
seeing global 
warming. 
James Baker, 
NOAA 
Global warming is 
just as global 
average, and within 
that average, there 
always have been 
and probably always 
will be regional 
differences. 
Mark Meier, glacier 
expert 
13. There is a 
warming globe… 
Peter Webster, 
Georgia Institute of 
Technology 
We think it [global 
warming] will reach 
a peak or it might 
have already 
reached a peak, and 
it will level off and 
cool down. 
Piers Corbyn, 
geophysicist 
14. Water is the 
engine of 
hurricanes, so a 
warmer ocean [due 
to global climate 
change] leads to 
stronger winds, 
stronger hurricanes. 
James Baker, 
NOAA 
There’s not enough 
evidence at this 
point to suggest that 
global warming is 
linked to hurricane 
activity. 
Marshall Shepherd, 
meteorologist, 
NASA Goddard 
Space Flight Center 
15. We’ve already 
seen changes [in 
weather events] 
over the last couple 
of decades, and we 
think it’s due to 
climate change, to 
Ute Collier, World 
Wildlife Fund 
It’s very hard to go 
back and look at 
100 years of records 
and convince 
yourself that there 
really has been a 
major shift in 
Geoff Jenkins, 
British 
Meteorological 
Office 
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global warming. storminess over that 
period. 
16. Because of 
global warming, this 
glacier is shrinking 
fast.  In 50 years, it 
will be gone, as will 
thousands of other 
glaciers in the 
Northern 
Hemisphere.  Tens 
of millions could be 
affected by droughts 
or floods. 
He Yuanqing, 
Chinese professor 
Predictions are that 
within the next 30 
years, all or almost 
all the glaciers will 
be gone from 
Glacier Park. 
Blase Reardon, U.S. 
Geological Survey 
17. Globally, we’re 
seeing melting from 
a few meters—tens 
of meters in very 
small glaciers to 
hundreds of meters 
to kilometers in the 
very large 
glaciers—all over 
the world. 
Rick Wessels, 
scientist 
This change in 
circulation [faster 
due to global 
warming] basically 
evicts or carries the 
ice out of the Arctic 
Ocean faster than it 
used to.  And with 
that, its average 
thickness has 
decreased.  So it 
hasn’t been that 
there’s more heat 
melting the ice, it’s 
basically that the ice 
spends less time in 
the Arctic Ocean. 
James Morison, 
oceanographer, 
University of 
Washington 
18. …if the 
ecosystem changes, 
the ice disappears 
[due to global 
warming], you may 
just be able to see 
polar bears in zoos 
in the future. 
Lee Cooper, 
expedition chief 
scientist 
The last ice age was 
a much more 
extreme event than 
anything that’s 
predicted for the 
next 100 years, and 
yet we didn’t see the 
same level of 
extinction then that 
they’re predicting 
for a little bit of 
global warming. 
Myron Ebell, oil 
industry 
19. It [global 
climate change] 
Rafe Pomerance, 
former state 
With Hurricane 
Rita’s winds 
Chris Landsea, 
National Hurricane 
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won’t stop.  Sea 
levels will rise, 
forests will move, 
water resources will 
be shifted all over 
the Earth.  It’s a 
very unpredictable 
and dangerous 
future. 
department official, 
U.S. government 
now…maybe one 
mile per hour is due 
to global warming 
changes.  That’s not 
saying that there’s 
no impact, but it’s 
so small that it 
would be hard to 
even measure. 
Center 
 
 
 
 The range of opinions from various sources outlined in Table 6 demonstrates Hoban’s 
(1995) contention that the media serve as a “battleground” for competing forces and points of 
view, especially regarding a controversial issue.  Aside from the 19 claims that were 
countered throughout the coverage, the sources made claims pertinent to the causes, 
consequences and/or solutions to global climate change that did not receive an opposing 
view.  This suggests that claims are sometimes left unchallenged over the course of time.  
Additionally, Table 6 reveals that scientists were most often the source of conflicting 
statements.  In 12 of the 19 instances, a scientific source made a claim about global climate 
change that was contradicted by another scientist. 
All three networks cited sources with conflicting viewpoints about whether global 
climate change is anthropogenic.  While this practice of presenting opposing views fulfills 
the criterion of balanced reporting, it proffers non-science based opinions that contradict the 
accepted IPCC consensus.  Furthermore, there is noticeable disagreement among expert 
sources as to whether the consequences of global climate change are already present.  This 
absence of agreement may explain why the general public seems confused about this topic. 
 A majority of the claims and counter-claims refer to potential consequences of global 
climate change.  Those from ABC and NBC were weather-related (i.e., they discussed how 
Table 6. Continued 
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global climate change could affect weather patterns) while those from CBS were more 
biological (i.e., they focused on how global climate change may impact animal species).  
However, only about 10 percent of the transcripts offered a course of action to combat global 
climate change.  Thus, the conflict demonstrated in the coverage amply discussed potential 
consequences but paid little attention to how the problem can be addressed. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
Overview of the study 
 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has warned that “there is a 
discernible human influence on global climate” (Murphy, 1998, pg. 7) and that “global 
warming is a serious problem that…must be addressed immediately” (Boykoff and Boykoff, 
2004, pg. 125).  In spite of these statements, past studies by Stamm et al. (2000) and Gowda 
et al. (1997) reveal that the general public understands very little about the causes, 
consequences and solutions related to global climate change.  Because people often cite 
television as a major source of information about this subject, it is important to investigate 
broadcast media performance in informing the public about this multi-faceted topic and who 
says what about global climate change in broadcast newscasts.  This study examines trends in 
the coverage of global climate change from January 2000 to December 2005 by the three 
networks—ABC, CBS and NBC—that offer primetime newscasts aired nationally.  A census 
of 273 transcripts was paired down to a sample of 97 transcripts (17 from ABC, 47 from CBS 
and 33 from NBC) that were content-analyzed. 
 
Discussion of results   
 The three networks differed in terms of the intensity with which they covered the 
topic.  Intensity, in this study, was measured as the number of broadcast transcripts that 
mentioned global warming or global climate change.  As a proportion of total news output 
 45 
over a six-year period, however, the topic can be characterized as having received low-
intensity coverage.   
The occurrence of peaks in coverage generally varied across the networks.  In many 
cases, even during simultaneous peak periods, the events that triggered the spike in coverage 
also differed across networks.  These “triggers” were typically a compilation of events, 
statements, scientific findings or ideas linked to global climate change as opposed to discrete 
and highly specific ones.  This supports previous observations that certain occurrences, or 
triggers, cause news coverage to spike. 
 Powers (2001) suggested that over several decades, Americans have paid more 
attention to international news that has some connection to their own lives.  Although 
international events related to climate change received some attention in the network news, in 
most cases, the triggering event had an American connection. 
Across networks, spikes in coverage were accompanied by an increase in the number 
of sources cited.  This supports Abbott et al. (2001) who found that a triggering event/idea 
tends to “increase coverage of a scientific risk [and] lead to an increase in the number of 
sources” (p. 10).  However, contrary to Trumbo (1996) who observed a significant decline in 
the percentage of scientists consulted as sources in peak periods of print media coverage, this 
study finds that scientists and science-related sources continued to be cited frequently 
(slightly over half, or 56 percent, of the combined number of sources cited by the three 
networks).  This result represents only a four-percent increase in number of scientific sources 
identified by Nitz et al. (1996). 
 Of all non-scientific sources, political or governmental figures were the most 
frequently cited—55 of the 250 total sources were classified into this sub-category.  Because 
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these sources do not necessarily bring scientific perspectives into the discussion, this may 
explain the lack of empirically based assertions in the news discourse. 
The number of claims and counter-claims was found to increase with the number of 
sources, but this correlation was not statistically significant.  It has also been observed that 
competing claims happen during the course of the entire coverage and do not occur within 
transcripts.   
Despite the consensus that there is a “discernible human influence” on global climate 
change, several sources—including some scientific ones—still denied the science.  In 
addition, only 10 transcripts offered specific suggestions as to how the public may help in the 
effort to curb deleterious effects.  This supports Dunwoody’s (1992) generalization that 
science reports tend to inform, not necessarily to educate.  Offering a solution to global 
climate change necessitates an understanding of risk estimates and the nature of risks.  When 
a story is presented “as something other than a risk story, it may contain little information 
about the risk component” (Dunwoody, 1992, p. 79).  For example, a reporter may frame the 
passage of a California legislation in 2004 to reduce automobile emissions as purely about 
legislation and policy-making.  The report may thus include the provisions of the bill, when it 
goes into effect, where it is applicable and who are most affected by it.  Why the bill was 
passed in the first place—as a measure to lower carbon dioxide emissions—and how carbon 
dioxide contributes to global climate change may be totally ignored. 
Most claims dealt with the possible consequences of global climate change.  Among 
them are a decrease in the lobster population, an increase in temperatures likely to be 
experienced by many nations, and the demise of some Arctic animal species.  Several claims 
referred to whether climate change is anthropogenic, specifically caused by the burning of 
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fossil fuels by humans, or the result of a natural cycle.  A limited number of claims discussed 
potential solutions to alleviate the effects of climate change.  Among these included calls for 
improved energy efficiency, “cleaner” automobiles, and methods to reduce solar power.   
 
Implications of the findings to the profession 
 As a topic, global climate change has been a part of the media agenda since late 1988 
(Trumbo, 1996).  The findings of this study may explain the public’s lack of understanding 
about this subject after nearly two decades of episodic coverage.  Only a meager 97 
transcripts over a six-year span across three networks included source citations that attempted 
to explain the causes, consequences and solutions related to global climate change.  More 
attention to this scientific issue in the form of an increase in coverage may be necessary to 
educate the public. 
 For a topic that relies on science-based knowledge to generate intelligent public 
debate and arrive at the most appropriate solutions, the broadcast networks’ discussion of 
global climate change was muddied by the opinions and speculations of politicians and 
sources without scientific backgrounds.  Consequently, the scientific frames were 
confounded and confused by other non-empirical assertions.  In addition, the discussion 
focused on possible consequences but failed to offer potential solutions within the capability 
of citizens.   
 Experts define risk to have two dimensions: the hazard potential and the probability 
of exposure (Sandman, 1993).  Neither one of these was highly discernible in the broadcast 
news discourse about global climate change.  For the entire planet, global climate change is 
likely to be one of the major challenges of the 21st century.  Clearly, for the American public 
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to understand the issue and act on it, more science-based media coverage is imperative.  For a 
topic that requires attention to risk, the coverage, in general, also did not help receivers 
understand the risk.   
 The lack of depth in reporting calls for broadcast journalists who are more skilled in 
the reporting of science and who pay closer attention to the scientific perspective.  Thus, 
journalists should have more scientific training in reporting on environmental topics such as 
global climate change.  This follows Palfreman’s (2006) recommendation that journalists 
must understand more science in order to compose accurate reports that include more 
testimony reflective of a determined consensus. 
 
Implications of the findings to theory 
 The results of this study lend support to previous findings that certain triggering 
events lead to more coverage of scientific issues.  However, contrary to the results of other 
studies, the triggers found in this study were less specific.  In some cases, a composite of 
events, scientific findings or statements created surges in coverage rather than discrete ones.  
Most triggering events specific to climate change coverage also had an American connection 
(identified as a national trigger) that originated and occurred in the United States.  
According to Kasperson (1992), risks can be amplified or attenuated by individuals, 
groups or institutions that compete for public funding and support of their viewpoints.  
Hoban (1995) posits that the media serve as one of these amplification “stations” where 
competing voices struggle to influence public perception and understanding of scientific 
issues.  The results of this study bear these out.  Although the majority of the broadcast 
network citations came from scientific sources, non-scientific sources, notably political or 
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governmental figures, were also inordinately cited.  Even scientists demonstrated conflicting 
viewpoints regarding whether global climate change is anthropogenic, whether the 
consequences of global climate change are already being felt, and the possible consequences 
of climate change.  The findings of the current study provide support to Kasperson’s and 
Hoban’s contention that the media are a veritable battleground of competing views that 
attempt to sway public opinion in their favor. 
  
Limitations of the study 
 This study involved an analysis of televised broadcast news.  However, it did not 
analyze the visual component of coverage, which may have a tremendous bearing on 
researchers’ evaluations of the quality of news.  Because visuals have been known to cater to 
different learning styles and to have differential impact on knowledge, attitudes and behavior 
compared to purely textual presentations, a complete analysis of visuals and text is in order. 
 The sample included transcripts from only three major networks that do not have sole 
purview of the topic.  Certainly, global climate change was also discussed in cable television 
networks; entire programs may have been devoted to this topic in 24-hour news networks.  
Thus, this study’s results do not represent the full breadth of the broadcast media’s portrayal 
of the issue.  An analysis of cable and national network news programs will offer more 
complete and comprehensive insight into the broadcast media’s coverage of this topic. 
 The analysis was also limited to the national networks’ primetime news programs.  
News occurs at various times throughout the day, so that an investigation of all news 
programs within a network may offer more thorough insights into the trends of portrayals. 
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The six-year timeframe of this study may present a mere snapshot of broadcast news 
performance in covering an evolving scientific issue.  Along these lines, a longer timeframe 
of analysis could also identify more concrete patterns in coverage.  It may reveal changes in 
context as more information and different sources enter the “arena.” 
The 97 transcripts analyzed in this study provided no statistical power for discerning 
differences (e.g., between the number of scientific or non-scientific sources cited).  More 
transcripts from an extended period of analysis may be able to detect even subtle differences 
in performance between networks.   
 
Suggestions for future study 
 This content analytic work can be supplemented by a survey design that examines 
what the public understands about global climate change.  Indeed, any method of inquiry 
with a strong audience orientation will provide a more holistic view of media effects.  Such 
investigations may find the propositions of other theories (such as agenda setting) helpful in 
assessing audience impact. 
 In-depth qualitative investigations may also offer insights as to how public support 
for initiatives toward energy conservation (such as reductions in carbon dioxide emissions 
that result from the burning of fossil fuels), and researching and developing alternative 
energy sources can be reached. 
 More in-depth gatekeeper studies can also uncover the reasons for the dismal 
coverage of science issues in general. 
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 A closer examination of journalistic norms and procedures can shed some light on 
why and how broadcast media practitioners choose the sources they cite about global climate 
change.   
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APPENDIX A 
 
Omitted Transcripts 
 
 
Anchor Tease 
 
 
CBS—these transcripts contain a succinct statement made by the anchor in regards to a 
future story; no sources are cited.  The text is considered a tease, and the transcripts 
usually conclude with “Good evening.”   
 
(08/10/05): “Why on earth would NASA want to introduce global warming on Mars?  I’m 
Jerry Bowen with the surprising story.” 
 
(10/27/04): “Then later: Global warming.  What’s the cause, and what would the presidential 
candidates do about it in the CBS election series What Does It Mean To You?” 
 
(10/27/04): “A heated debate: The candidates disagree about global warming in the CBS 
election series What Does It Mean To You?” 
 
(09/24/04): “California regulators today approved the toughest rules in the nation for motor 
vehicle emissions linked to global warming.” 
 
(06/19/03): “And global warming report cut on White House orders.” 
 
(08/31/02): “Coming up next: thin ice in Alaska.  Can polar bears live with global warming?” 
 
(06/03/02): “And up next, for the first time, President Bush indicates that manmade pollution 
does after all cause global warming.” 
 
(06/03/02): “President Bush reverses course: Global warming is a problem after all.  What’s 
he going to do about it?  Stand by.” 
 
(03/22/02): “And speaking of heat, ancient rings tell of an earlier global warming.” 
 
(07/23/01): “President Bush gets…an international tongue lashing over global warming.” 
 
(06/07/01): “The temperature is rising, and the pressure is building on President Bush for 
action on global warming, as the Midwest sees what may be a dramatic early sign of climate 
changes to come.” 
 
(06/06/01): “It’s getting warmer faster.  CBS News obtains a surprising government forecast 
for global warming.” 
 
 53 
(03/29/01): “Still ahead…signs of global outrage over the Bush pullout from the global 
warming treaty.” 
 
(03/29/01): “President Bush taking heat from foreign allies for abandoning the global 
warming treaty.” 
 
(03/28/01): “President Bush vows to back away from a global warming treaty.” 
 
(01/15/01): “We’ll tell you why, how and how soon climate experts are planning to fight 
global warming.” 
 
(01/15/01): “Taking aim at global warming.  An Eye on America report about radical ideas to 
beat the heat.” 
 
(05/18/00): “On the WeatherWatch, a tornado in the heartland and new evidence of global 
warming.” 
 
(03/29/00): “Next on CBS, evidence of global warming may be melting right before your 
eyes.” 
 
(03/23/00): “Up next…oceans of new evidence about global warming.  Sea temperatures are 
on the rise.” 
 
(03/23/00): “And a global warming depth charge.  Temperatures are climbing far below the 
ocean’s surface.” 
 
(01/13/00): “Up next…the storm brewing over cutting pollution to stop global warming.” 
 
(01/12/00): “As evidence grows that global warming may indeed by for real, President 
Clinton will seek new funding to fight it.” 
 
(01/10/00): “And La Nina and beyond.  The government officially admits global warming is 
for real.  Tonight, the latest evidence.” 
 
 
ABC—these transcripts contain a succinct statement made by the anchor in regards to 
a future story; no sources are cited.  The text is considered a tease, and the transcripts 
usually conclude with ‘From ABC News world headquarters in New York, this is 
“World News Tonight with…” ’ 
 
(12/15/05): “On thin ice.  So many polar bears are drowning.  Is it evidence of global 
warming?” 
 
(09/27/05): “NASA says 30 percent of the polar ice cap is gone.  Still wondering about 
global warming?  Wait ‘til you see what our correspondent found in the Arctic.” 
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(11/08/04): “A new report on global warming.  A part of the Arctic the size of Texas and 
Arizona has melted.” 
 
 
NBC—these transcripts contain a succinct statement made by the anchor in regards to 
a future story; no sources are cited.  The text is considered a tease, and the transcripts 
have no common conclusion. 
 
(06/08/05): “Politics and science.  Why did a White House official change administration 
reports on global warming?” 
 
(01/08/04): “Up next, NBC News IN DEPTH tonight.  A disturbing new report on global 
warming.  Hundreds of species could be wiped out in the not-so-distant future.” 
 
(01/23/03): “Deep freeze.  More extreme winter weather.  If there is really global warming, 
why is it so cold?” 
 
(06/03/02): “NBC News IN DEPTH.  Heating up.  The Bush administration says global 
warming does exist.  A stunning turnaround, but no plans to cut back on pollution.” 
 
(04/22/02): “It’s Earth Day, and it’s beginning to look a lot like Election Day 2000.  Bush vs. 
Gore on the environment.” 
 
 
 
 
Duplicates 
 
 
CBS—this transcript contains the same text as that of another (ID code indicated by 
parentheses).  This transcript was eliminated from the sample. 
 
(12/24/00)  Headline: Severe weather hits much of the country (C88) 
 
 
ABC—these transcripts contain the same text as that of another (ID code indicated by 
parentheses).  These transcripts were eliminated from the sample. 
 
(12/26/01)  Headline: Crazy weather patterns around US (A40) 
 
(05/30/01)  Headline: President Bush target of environmentalists (A54) 
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NBC—this transcript contains the same text as that of another (ID code indicated by 
parentheses).  This transcript was eliminated from the sample. 
 
(05/17/01)  Headline: Environmentalists oppose Bush energy plan (N60) 
 
 
 
 
Anchor Tease & Irrelevant Text 
 
 
CBS—these transcripts contain textual material that is not specifically focused on 
global climate change.  However, at the conclusion of the script, the anchor mentions 
global warming in a tease to a subsequent story. 
 
(10/27/04)  Headline: Iraq braces for a US-led attack in Fallujah; Tease: “And up next: 
global warming.  People in this town believe it’s real.  But where do the presidential 
candidates stand?  CBS’ election series What Does It Mean To You? Is next.” 
 
(05/29/04)  Headline: Architect Friedrich St. Florian, who designed the World War II 
Memorial; Tease: “But next, global warming taking its toll on the top of the world.” 
 
(04/28/02)  Headline: Iraq celebrates Saddam Hussein’s birthday; Tease: “Still to 
come…how global warming could make millions of us colder.” 
 
(01/10/00)  Headline: Surprise new court ruling means Elian Gonzalez may not go back to 
Cuba anytime soon; Tease: “Next…: La Nina, the unusual winter and global warming.  The 
government officially says now global warming is here.  We’ll show you why.” 
 
 
ABC—these transcripts contain textual material that is not specifically focused on 
global climate change.  However, at the conclusion of the script, the anchor mentions 
global warming in a tease to a subsequent story. 
 
(12/15/05)  Headline: Analysis: torture ban; Tease: “A surprise in the Arctic.  The polar 
bears are drowning.  Is it really global warming?” 
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NBC—these transcripts contain textual material that is not specifically focused on 
global climate change.  However, at the conclusion of the script, the anchor mentions 
global warming in a tease to a subsequent story. 
 
(09/18/05)  Headline: Young New Orleans resident must tell his family their home was 
destroyed; Tease: “Still to come…storm warnings.  Scientists are asking whether global 
warming is leading to more severe hurricanes.” 
 
(01/02/03)  Headline: Congress challenged to do something about prescription drug issue; 
Tease: “Up next, evidence of how global warming is changing the everyday world of the 
smallest creatures.” 
 
(06/03/02)  Headline: Company marketing radiation detector trying to cash in on people’s 
fears; Tease: “Up next…the Bush administration, a sharp turnaround on global 
warming…the White House acknowledges global warming, but what to do about it?” 
 
(11/25/00)  Headline: Supreme Court to rule in presidential election controversy; Tease: 
“And when we continue…failure at an international summit on global warming.” 
 
 
 
 
Relevant Text BUT Reporter Only (and no sources) 
 
 
ABC—these transcripts contain textual material specifically focused on global climate 
change.  However, only the anchor or reporter mentions global warming in the text; no 
sources are cited.  The script essentially resembles an on-air conversation about this 
topic between news personnel. 
 
(07/24/05)  Headline: Arctic melt global warming; Personnel: Bob Woodruff and Bill 
Blakemore. 
 
(08/11/02)  Headline: Fierce weather in Europe and Asia—El Nino at fault; Personnel: 
Terry Moran and Richard Gizbert. 
 
(06/03/02)  Headline: White House report to United Nations says global warming exists, is 
largely man’s fault; Personnel: Peter Jennings and Terry Moran. 
 
(02/14/02)  Headline: President Bush introduces new proposals aimed at reducing global 
warming; Personnel: Peter Jennings and Terry Moran. 
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Anchor Only 
 
 
CBS—these transcripts contain succinct textual material relevant to global climate 
change.  The scripts, however, do not cite any sources; only the anchor delivers the 
message.  The length of each script ranges from 41 words to 135 words. 
 
(12/09/05)  Anchor: Russ Mitchell 
(07/03/05)  Anchor: John Roberts 
(12/27/04)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(12/22/03)  Anchor: John Roberts 
(10/30/03)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(09/23/03)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(11/25/02)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(07/22/02)  Anchor: John Roberts 
(05/09/02)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(02/13/02)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(07/16/01)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(06/07/01)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(05/30/01)  Anchor: Ed Bradley 
(05/18/01)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(03/13/01)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(02/19/01)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(11/25/00)  Anchor: Thalia Assuras 
(03/22/00)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(03/09/00)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
(02/02/00)  Anchor: Dan Rather 
 
 
ABC—these transcripts contain succinct textual material relevant to global climate 
change.  The scripts, however, do not cite any sources; only the anchor delivers the 
message.  These particular “blurbs” typically appear as a part of a news segment 
associated with the evening newscast: Overseas Briefing or National Briefing.  The 
length of each script ranges from 147 words to 204 words. 
 
(06/19/03)  Anchor: Peter Jennings 
(07/02/02)  Anchor: Peter Jennings 
(03/22/02)  Anchor: Peter Jennings 
(03/19/02)  Anchor: Peter Jennings 
(12/07/01)  Anchor: Peter Jennings 
(09/04/01)  Anchor: Peter Jennings 
(05/26/00)  Anchor: Peter Jennings 
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NBC—these transcripts contain succinct textual material relevant to global climate 
change.  The scripts, however, do not cite any sources; only the anchor delivers the 
message.  The length of each script ranges from 55 words to 166 words. 
 
(07/04/05)  Anchor: John Seigenthaler 
(06/11/05)  Anchor: David Gregory 
(02/16/05)  Anchor: Brian Williams 
(09/24/04)  Anchor: Tom Brokaw 
(05/21/04)  Anchor: Tom Brokaw 
(01/15/04)  Anchor: Tom Brokaw 
(11/10/01)  Anchor: John Seigenthaler 
(06/11/01)  Anchor: Tom Brokaw 
(01/22/01)  Anchor: Tom Brokaw 
(08/19/00)  Anchor: John Seigenthaler 
 
 
 
 
Irrelevant Text & Anchor/Reporter Only 
 
 
CBS—these transcripts contain textual material that is not specifically focused on 
global climate change.  Moreover, within the script, only an anchor and/or a reporter 
mention(s) global warming or global climate change.  No external source citations were 
either present or relevant. 
 
(07/22/05)  Headline: Japan adopts casual business attire in reaction to summer heat wave 
 
(07/10/05)  Headline: Why the Gulf Coast is consistently a prime target for hurricanes 
 
(07/05/05)  Headline: Preparing for protests at this year’s G8 Summit in Scotland 
 
(06/07/05)  Headline: Britain’s Tony Blair visits President Bush for talks 
 
(09/25/04)  Headline: Auto industry fights California ruling to cut auto emissions 
 
(02/17/03)  Headline: European leaders give Hussein one more chance to disarm, but 
didn’t set deadline 
 
(09/04/02)  Headline: Secretary of State Colin Powell met with protest at the World 
Development Summit in South Africa as conference closes 
 
(08/28/02)  Headline: Dramatic climate change in Alaska 
 
(04/22/02)  Headline: President Bush visits New York to promote his environmental policy 
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(07/22/01)  Headline: Presidents Bush and Putin pledge to hold talks aimed at cutting 
offensive nuclear weapons, while negotiating a space-based missile defense system 
 
(07/21/01)  Headline: Violence overshadowing events at G8 summit 
 
(07/20/01)  Headline: G8 Summit overshadowed by violence 
 
(07/18/01)  Headline: President Bush to encounter problems on his six-day European tour 
 
(07/15/01)  Headline: Environmental talks being held in Germany 
 
(06/14/01)  Headline: President Bush’s rejection of the Kyoto Protocol draws European 
rebuke and protest 
 
(06/13/01)  Headline: President Bush tries to encourage NATO allies to agree that a 
limited missile defense is needed 
 
(06/10/01)  Headline: Protests under way against President Bush’s European visit 
 
(06/07/01)  Headline: Global warming causes severe weather upsets throughout the United 
States, including droughts and floods 
 
(05/30/01)  Headline: French nuclear power plants 
 
(05/12/01)  Headline: Allergies are becoming more severe as pollen counts are getting 
higher, causing a crisis in the availability of prescription drugs 
 
(03/29/01)  Headline: World frustration over Bush rollbacks on environmental protection 
policy 
 
(12/24/00)  Headline: Severe weather hits much of the country 
 
(10/26/00)  Headline: Al Gore campaigns on the environment in Wisconsin today 
 
(07/28/00)  Headline: Heat waves are highest weather-related killers in US 
 
(03/31/00)  Headline: Effects of China’s coal pollution on the world’s health and weather 
 
(02/15/00)  Headline: Middle-of-the-night tornado in Georgia highlights need for better 
early warning system 
 
(02/14/00)  Headline: Tornadoes hit four southern states 
 
(01/25/00)  Headline: Winter weather behaving according to La Nina’s influence 
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ABC—these transcripts contain textual material that is not specifically focused on 
global climate change.  Moreover, within the script, only an anchor and/or a reporter 
mention(s) global warming or global climate change.  No external source citations were 
either present or relevant. 
 
(09/29/05)  Headline: On thin ice—sea creatures of the polar ice cap 
 
(09/22/05)  Headline: A closer look stronger than ever 
 
(07/15/05)  Headline: A closer look perfect storms 
 
(07/08/05)  Headline: Back to business G-8 summit ends 
 
(07/07/05)  Headline: The G8 Summit world leaders respond 
 
(04/22/05)  Headline: Christian caretakers “creation care” 
 
(02/20/05)  Headline: Diplomatic mission Bush tours Europe 
 
(10/27/04)  Headline: Yasser Arafat serious health problems 
 
(09/26/04)  Headline: On the cutting edge California changes the rules of the road 
 
(09/10/04)  Headline: Textbook dispute abstinence-only lessons 
 
(06/17/04)  Headline: Liberal messages entertainment industry freely speaking 
 
(04/20/04)  Headline: Saving the oceans—pollution hurting the seas 
 
(09/03/02)  Headline: Overseas briefing Palestine deportation, Earth summit, Lance Bass 
removed from space program 
 
(07/21/02)  Headline: California Governor Gray Davis will sign legislature tomorrow 
calling for automakers to reduce ozone-destroying emissions 
 
(05/20/02)  Headline: Polar bears in danger as ice caps melt 
 
(08/04/01)  Headline: Bush administration relaxing US role in worldwide tobacco reform 
 
(07/25/01)  Headline: Bush administration refuses to support international agreements on 
germ warfare, Kyoto Treaty, tracking international criminals and ban on small weapons 
 
(07/21/01)  Headline: Debate over safeguards for human participants in medical research 
studies 
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(07/19/01)  Headline: Bush stops in London before economic summit 
 
(06/16/01)  Headline: Presidents Bush and Clinton receive different receptions in Europe 
even though their policies are similar; peace talks continue in Macedonia 
 
(06/14/01)  Headline: President Bush in Sweden; abortion boat lands in Ireland 
 
(06/12/01)  Headline: President Bush visiting Europe 
 
(06/11/01)  Headline: President Bush’s first trip overseas 
 
(05/30/01)  Headline: President Bush target of environmentalists 
 
(04/08/01)  Headline: Bush administration officials respond to stepped up Chinese rhetoric 
 
(03/24/01)  Headline: President Bush’s radio address; critics of President Bush unhappy 
with environmental decisions 
 
(03/13/01)  Headline: Bush will not regulate CO2 emissions; Clinton pardons could be 
investigated; Lionel Tate in juvenile facility; air travel to increase; Smithsonian keeps 
Washington portrait 
 
(02/19/01)  Headline: US and Israel begin joint test of patriot missile; United Nations 
issues report of global warming; cost of raising Japanese fishing boat; firefighters trying to 
contain Florida wildfire 
 
(02/15/01)  Headline: Dell computer laying off 1700 employees; stock market report; two 
Canadians wanted for murder in US cannot be sent here because they face the death penalty; 
World Wildlife Fund releases pictures of affect global warming is having on Nepal 
 
(10/25/00)  Headline: Warnings of global warming increasing by 10 degrees by end of 
century; shortage of flu vaccine in US with private sector controlling distribution of vaccine 
 
(09/06/00)  Headline: Leaders of 160 nations meet at the United Nations millennium 
summit in New York; Indonesian militias kill four UN staffers; disappearing island nations 
of Maldives and Micronesia look for someone to hear their plight of erosion due to alleged 
global warming 
 
(06/17/00)  Headline: Protecting homes at the expense of beaches 
 
(06/12/00)  Headline: Congress releases report on global warming; World Health 
Organization issues antibiotic warning 
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NBC—these transcripts contain textual material that is not specifically focused on 
global climate change.  Moreover, within the script, only an anchor and/or a reporter 
mention(s) global warming or global climate change.  No external source citations were 
either present or relevant. 
 
(12/10/05)  Headline: President Clinton talks at United National conference on climate 
change 
 
(08/29/05)  Headline: In Depth; Anatomy of a hurricane 
 
(06/22/05)  Headline: Nuclear power gaining support from president, some 
environmentalists 
 
(06/08/05)  Headline: White House officials accused of altering documents on global 
warming 
 
(12/15/04)  Headline: Colder-than-normal temperatures in Houston, Tampa; warmer-than-
normal in Antarctic, Fargo 
 
(05/30/04)  Headline: Experts question science and politics of blockbuster movie “The 
Day After Tomorrow” 
 
(01/15/04)  Headline: Issue of environment in re-election politics 
 
(05/21/03)  Headline: Critics say President Bush’s environmental policies are too friendly 
to big business 
 
(01/23/03)  Headline: Brutal cold sweeping through huge part of US 
 
(07/25/02)  Headline: Texas school boards battle over what some perceive as liberal slants 
in high school textbooks 
 
(04/22/02)  Headline: Al Gore flinging barbs at Bush in speech on environment 
 
(07/28/01)  Headline: Secretary of State Colin Powell in Beijing, China 
 
(07/22/01)  Headline: President Bush strikes deal on nuclear arms with Russian President 
Putin following G8 summit in Italy 
 
(07/21/01)  Headline: Violent protestors kept at bay during G8 Summit in Genoa, Italy, 
where world leaders are meeting 
 
(07/19/01)  Headline: President Bush criticized at home and abroad while in Europe 
 
(06/30/01)  Headline: President Bush meets with Japan’s prime minister 
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(06/13/01)  Headline: Increase in use of diesel-fueled cars possible in US 
 
(06/12/01)  Headline: Bush receives rough reception in Europe 
 
(06/10/01)  Headline: President George W. Bush expected to discuss environmental issues 
and global missile defense with European leaders 
 
(04/16/01)  Headline: Allergies increasing due to greenhouse effect 
 
(03/21/01)  Headline: Environmentalists charge Bush with neglecting environmental 
concerns 
 
(12/03/00)  Headline: Hole in ozone layer may disappear within 50 years 
 
(11/25/00)  Headline: Global warming international conference collapses with strong 
disagreements 
 
(10/25/00)  Headline: Flu vaccine in short supply in US 
 
(07/21/00)  Headline: Wild weather around the world hits Europe in extreme 
 
(05/12/00)  Headline: Ford motor company admits there are problems with SUVs 
 
(02/06/00)  Headline: President to reveal federal budget proposal tomorrow 
 
(01/19/00)  Headline: Ominous long-term weather forecast shows fundamental altering of 
weather patterns 
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APPENDIX B 
 
Coding Template 
 
Variable Instructions/Values Codes 
ID 
transcript # 
(A1, A2, A3,…for ABC) 
(C1, C2, C3,…for CBS) 
(N1, N2, N3,…for NBC)   
Coder coder's name   
Date 
On-air date of the transcript.  Enter month, day, year (e.g., 
04-14-06).   
Trigger1 
First specific episode that led to transcript.  Enter as a 
string variable.  If none, code as 0.   
Trigger2 
Second specific episode that led to transcript.  Enter as a 
string variable.  If none, code as 0.   
Natl1 
Is Trigger1 considered national; does this event occur 
within the U.S.? 
1=yes 
0=no   
Natl2 
Is Trigger2 considered national; does this event occur 
within the U.S.?  (leave blank if no entry for Trigger2) 
1=yes 
0=no   
Intnatl1 
Is Trigger1 considered international; does this event occur 
outside of the U.S.? 
1=yes 
0=no   
Intnatl2 
Is Trigger2 considered international; does this event occur 
outside of the U.S.?  (leave blank if no entry for Trigger2) 
1=yes 
0=no   
Name1 
Name of the first source cited within the transcript.  Enter 
as a string variable.  If no specific name is given, code as 
0.   
Title1 
Title of first source (e.g., scientist, state senator, reverend, 
president of an environmental organization, university 
professor).  Enter as a string variable.  If not mentioned, 
code as 0.   
Agency1 
Identify agency affiliation of the first source (e.g., NASA, 
National Climatic Data Center).  Enter as a string variable.  
If not mentioned, code as 0.   
Type1 
Is the first source a scientist or science-based? 
1=yes 
0=no   
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Science1 
 
If the first source is coded as a scientist or science-based, 
in which category does he/she belong? 
1=university-based (I.e., environmentally focused and 
affiliated with a postsecondary institution) 
2=government-based (I.e., environmentally focused and 
funded and/or governed by the government) 
3=advocacy-group-based (i.e., environmentally focused 
and supported/grounded by science) 
4=unspecified affiliation   
Nosci1 
If the first source is NOT coded as a scientist or science-
based, in which category does he/she belong? 
1=religious-based (e.g., a minister, reverend, priest, 
rabbi, missionary, etc.) 
2=political or governmental figure (e.g., 
congressperson, presidential administration, officials from 
other nations) 
3=celebrity (e.g., actors, actresses, TV personalities) 
4=other (e.g., non-environmental, business or industry 
focus and not grounded by science) 
5=unspecified affiliation   
Name2 
Name of the second source cited within the transcript.  
Enter as a string variable.  If no specific name is given, 
code as 0.   
Title2 
Title of second source (e.g., scientist, state senator, 
reverend, president of an environmental organization, 
university professor).  Enter as a string variable.  If not 
mentioned, code as 0.   
Agency2 
Identify agency affiliation of the second source (e.g., 
NASA, National Climatic Data Center).  Enter as a string 
variable.  If not mentioned, code as 0.   
Type2 
Is the second source a scientist or science-based? 
1=yes 
0=no   
Science2 
 
If the second source is coded as a scientist or science-
based, in which category does he/she belong? 
1=university-based (I.e., environmentally focused and 
affiliated with a postsecondary institution) 
2=government-based (I.e., environmentally focused and 
funded and/or governed by the government) 
3=advocacy-group-based (i.e., environmentally focused 
and supported/grounded by science) 
4=unspecified affiliation   
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Nosci2 
 
If the second source is NOT coded as a scientist or 
science-based, in which category does he/she belong? 
1=religious-based (e.g., a minister, reverend, priest, 
rabbi, missionary, etc.) 
2=political or governmental figure (e.g., 
congressperson, presidential administration, officials from 
other nations) 
3=celebrity (e.g., actors, actresses, TV personalities) 
4=other (e.g., non-environmental, business or industry 
focus and not grounded by science) 
5=unspecified affiliation   
Name3 
Name of the third source cited within the transcript.  Enter 
as a string variable.  If no specific name is given, code as 
0.   
Title3 
Title of third source (e.g., scientist, state senator, reverend, 
president of an environmental organization, university 
professor).  Enter as a string variable.  If not mentioned, 
code as 0.   
Agency3 
Identify agency affiliation of the third source (e.g., NASA, 
National Climatic Data Center).  Enter as a string variable.  
If not mentioned, code as 0.   
Type3 
Is the third source a scientist or science-based? 
1=yes 
0=no   
Science3 
 
If the third source is coded as a scientist or science-based, 
in which category does he/she belong? 
1=university-based (I.e., environmentally focused and 
affiliated with a postsecondary institution) 
2=government-based (I.e., environmentally focused and 
funded and/or governed by the government) 
3=advocacy-group-based (i.e., environmentally focused 
and supported/grounded by science) 
4=unspecified affiliation   
Nosci3 
 
If the third source is NOT coded as a scientist or science-
based, in which category does he/she belong? 
1=religious-based (e.g., a minister, reverend, priest, 
rabbi, missionary, etc.) 
2=political or governmental figure (e.g., 
congressperson, presidential administration, officials from 
other nations) 
3=celebrity (e.g., actors, actresses, TV personalities) 
4=other (e.g., non-environmental, business or industry 
focus and not grounded by science) 
5=unspecified affiliation   
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Name4 
Name of the fourth source cited within the transcript.  Enter 
as a string variable.  If no specific name is given, code as 
0.   
Title4 
Title of fourth source (e.g., scientist, state senator, 
reverend, president of an environmental organization, 
university professor).  Enter as a string variable.  If not 
mentioned, code as 0.   
Agency4 
Identify agency affiliation of the fourth source (e.g., NASA, 
National Climatic Data Center).  Enter as a string variable.  
If not mentioned, code as 0.   
Type4 
Is the fourth source a scientist or science-based? 
1=yes 
0=no   
Science4 
 
If the fourth source is coded as a scientist or science-
based, in which category does he/she belong? 
1=university-based (I.e., environmentally focused and 
affiliated with a postsecondary institution) 
2=government-based (I.e., environmentally focused and 
funded and/or governed by the government) 
3=advocacy-group-based (i.e., environmentally focused 
and supported/grounded by science) 
4=unspecified affiliation   
Nosci4 
 
If the fourth source is NOT coded as a scientist or science-
based, in which category does he/she belong? 
1=religious-based (e.g., a minister, reverend, priest, 
rabbi, missionary, etc.) 
2=political or governmental figure (e.g., 
congressperson, presidential administration, officials from 
other nations) 
3=celebrity (e.g., actors, actresses, TV personalities) 
4=other (e.g., non-environmental, business or industry 
focus and not grounded by science) 
5=unspecified affiliation   
Name5 
Name of the fifth source cited within the transcript.  Enter 
as a string variable.  If no specific name is given, code as 
0.   
Title5 
Title of fifth source (e.g., scientist, state senator, reverend, 
president of an environmental organization, university 
professor).  Enter as a string variable.  If not mentioned, 
code as 0.   
Agency5 
Identify agency affiliation of the fifth source (e.g., NASA, 
National Climatic Data Center).  Enter as a string variable.  
If not mentioned, code as 0.   
Type5 
Is the fifth source a scientist or science-based? 
1=yes 
0=no   
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Science5 
 
If the fifth source is coded as a scientist or science-based, 
in which category does he/she belong? 
1=university-based (I.e., environmentally focused and 
affiliated with a postsecondary institution) 
2=government-based (I.e., environmentally focused and 
funded and/or governed by the government) 
3=advocacy-group-based (i.e., environmentally focused 
and supported/grounded by science) 
4=unspecified affiliation   
Nosci5 
 
If the fifth source is NOT coded as a scientist or science-
based, in which category does he/she belong? 
1=religious-based (e.g., a minister, reverend, priest, 
rabbi, missionary, etc.) 
2=political or governmental figure (e.g., 
congressperson, presidential administration, officials from 
other nations) 
3=celebrity (e.g., actors, actresses, TV personalities) 
4=other (e.g., non-environmental, business or industry 
focus and not grounded by science) 
5=unspecified affiliation   
Ttlsci 
 
Total number of scientific sources in the transcript.  Enter a 
number.   
Ttlnosci 
 
Total number of non-scientific sources in the transcript.  
Enter a number.   
Totsorce 
 
Grand total of all sources cited in the transcript.  (Ttlsci + 
Ttlnosci).  Enter a number.   
Claim1 
 
 
 
First claim in regards to global climate change.  Enter as a 
string variable.   
Claim2 
 
 
 
Second claim in regards to global climate change.  Enter 
as a string variable.   
Claim3 
 
 
 
Third claim in regards to global climate change.  Enter as a 
string variable.   
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Claim4 
 
 
 
Fourth claim in regards to global climate change.  Enter as 
a string variable.   
Claim5 
 
 
 
Fifth claim in regards to global climate change.  Enter as a 
string variable.   
Claim6 
 
 
 
Sixth claim in regards to global climate change.  Enter as a 
string variable.   
Claim7 
 
 
 
Seventh claim in regards to global climate change.  Enter 
as a string variable.   
Counter1 
 
 
 
First counter-claim in regards to global climate change.  
Enter as a string variable.   
Counter2 
 
 
 
Second counter-claim in regards to global climate change.  
Enter as a string variable.   
Counter3 
 
 
 
Third counter-claim in regards to global climate change.  
Enter as a string variable.   
Counter4 
 
 
 
Fourth counter-claim in regards to global climate change.  
Enter as a string variable.   
Ttlclaim 
 
Total number of claims within the transcript.  Enter a 
number.   
Ttlcountr 
 
Total number of counter-claims within the transcript.  Enter 
a number.   
 70 
Totalccc 
 
Grand total of all claims and counter-claims included in the 
transcript.  (Ttlclaim + Ttlcountr).  Enter a number.   
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APPENDIX C 
 
Source Identification Template 
 
ABC Source Affiliations Type Classification 
   
American Academy of Actuaries No Science Other 
Arctic Climate Impact Assessment Science Advocacy Group 
Attorney No Science Other 
Cato Institute No Science Other 
Chinese Professor Science University Based 
Debates Director No Science Other 
Democratic Mayor (CA) No Science Political Figure 
Democratic Senator No Science Political Figure 
Environmental Defense Science Advocacy Group 
Environmental Protection Agency Science Government Based 
Former U.S. Vice President No Science Political Figure 
Geologist (Louisiana State University) Science University Based 
Geologist (University of New Orleans) Science University Based 
Geophysicist Science Unspecified 
Luntz Research Companies No Science Other 
Mountaineering and Climbing Federation No Science Other 
Musician No Science Other 
NASA   Science Government Based 
NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies Science Government Based 
National Academy of Sciences Science Advocacy Group 
National Center for Atmospheric Research Science Advocacy Group 
National Environmental Trust Science Advocacy Group 
National Parks Conservation Association Science Advocacy Group 
National Resources Defense Council Science Advocacy Group 
National Security Adviser No Science Political Figure 
National Weather Service Science Government Based 
National Wildlife Federation Science Advocacy Group 
NOAA   Science Government Based 
NOAA Climate Prediction Center Science Government Based 
Republican Senator No Science Political Figure 
Shrimper No Science Other 
Ski Guide No Science Other 
Temple University (Environmental Studies) Science University Based 
U.S. Geological Survey Science Government Based 
U.S. President No Science Political Figure 
U.S. Vice President  No Science Political Figure 
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White House Spokesman No Science Political Figure 
World Wildlife Fund Science Advocacy Group 
 
 
 
CBS Source Affiliations Type Classification 
   
Accuweather Science Advocacy Group 
Alliance of Auto Manufacturers No Science Other 
British Green Party No Science Political Figure 
British Meteorological Office Science Government Based 
British Parliament Member No Science Political Figure 
British Prime Minister No Science Political Figure 
Bruisyard Vineyard No Science Other 
CA assemblyman No Science Political Figure 
CA governor No Science Political Figure 
CA state controller No Science Political Figure 
Caltech student Science University Based 
Census of Marine Life Science Advocacy Group 
Chesapeake Climate Action Network Science Advocacy Group 
Climate Expert Science Unspecified 
Climatologist (Georgia State University) Science University Based 
Climatologist (Oregon State University) Science University Based 
Columbia University Climate Scientist Science University Based 
Cranberry Grower No Science Other 
Democratic Assemblywoman No Science Political Figure 
Democratic Senator No Science Political Figure 
Department of Environmental Conservation Science Government Based 
English Politician No Science Political Figure 
Environmental Defense Science Advocacy Group 
Environmental Protection Agency Science Government Based 
Expedition Chief Scientist Science Unspecified 
Expedition Co-Chief Scientist Science Unspecified 
Exxon Mobil CEO No Science Other 
Exxon Mobil Shareholder and Activist No Science Other 
Exxon Mobil Vice President No Science Other 
FEMA No Science Other 
Flood Victim No Science Other 
Former Oil Industry Executive No Science Other 
Former State Department Official No Science Political Figure 
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Former U.S. President Clinton No Science Political Figure 
Glacier Expert Science Unspecified 
Global Climate Coalition No Science Other 
Global Warming Expert Science Unspecified 
Harvard University Science University Based 
Hollywood Director No Science Other 
Homeowner No Science Other 
Hurricane Historian Science Unspecified 
Hybrid Car Owner No Science Other 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory Science Government Based 
Lobster Fisherman No Science Other 
London Friends of Earth Science Advocacy Group 
MLB Player No Science Other 
Marine Biologist Science Unspecified 
Minority Leader Gephardt No Science Political Figure 
NASA Climatologist Science Government Based 
NASA Scientist Science Government Based 
National Climatic Data Center Science Government Based 
National Environmental Trust Science Advocacy Group 
National Hurricane Center Science Government Based 
National Park Service Science Government Based 
National Resources Defense Council Science Advocacy Group 
National Security Adviser No Science Political Figure 
National Weather Service Science Government Based 
National Wildlife Federation Science Advocacy Group 
Natural Resources Defense Council Science Advocacy Group 
Newark Fire Department No Science Other 
New York Botanical Garden No Science Other 
NOAA Administrator Science Government Based 
NOAA Climate Laboratory Science Government Based 
Ocean Engineering Professor Science University Based 
Oceanographer Science Unspecified 
Oceanographer (University of Washington) Science University Based 
Office of Naval Research Science Government Based 
Oxford University Environmental Change Unit Science University Based 
Phillies' Center Fielder No Science Other 
Polar Bear Guide No Science Other 
Princeton University Professor (Geosciences) Science University Based 
Republican Senator No Science Political Figure 
Research Geologist Science Unspecified 
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Scientist Science Unspecified 
South African National Weather Service Science Government Based 
South African Weather Bureau Science Government Based 
St. Louis Cardinals Manager No Science Other 
Stony Brook University Science University Based 
SUNY Science University Based 
SUV Owners of America No Science Other 
Tourist No Science Other 
Union of Concerned Scientists Science Advocacy Group 
University of Alabama--Huntsville Science University Based 
University of Alaska Science University Based 
University of California Science University Based 
University of Colorado Science University Based 
University of Texas Science University Based 
University of Washington Science University Based 
United Nations Science Advocacy Group 
U.S. Coast Guard No Science Other 
U.S. President No Science Political Figure 
U.S. Public Interest Research Group Science Advocacy Group 
Whaling Captain No Science Other 
White House Chief of Staff No Science Political Figure 
Wilderness Society Science Advocacy Group 
Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute Science Advocacy Group 
 
 
 
NBC Source Affiliations Type Classification 
   
Alliance of Auto Manufacturers No Science  Other 
Auto Owner No Science  Other 
Autoweek Magazine No Science  Other 
CA Governor  No Science  Political Figure 
Canadian Wildlife Services Science Government Based 
Chief UN Weapons Inspector No Science  Political Figure 
Climate Expert Science Unspecified 
Climatologist Science Unspecified 
Coalition for Vehicle Choice President No Science  Other 
Commerce Department Science Government Based 
Conservation Officer No Science  Other 
Conservative Commentator No Science  Celebrity 
Cornell University Science University Based 
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Critic No Science  Unspecified 
Daimler Chrysler No Science  Other 
Democratic Minority Leader  No Science  Political Figure 
Democratic Representative No Science  Political Figure 
Deputy Energy Secretary Science Government Based 
Elistvre Animal Park, Estonia Science Advocacy Group 
Energy Analyst Science Unspecified 
Environmental Activist No Science  Other 
Environmental Protection Agency Science Government Based 
Environmentalist Science Unspecified 
FIMAT USA No Science  Other 
Former CIA Director No Science  Political Figure 
Former U.S. Vice President  No Science  Political Figure 
Gardener No Science  Other 
General Motors CEO No Science  Other 
Georgia Institute of Technology Science University Based 
Global Warming Critic No Science Other 
Harvard University Science University Based 
Homeowner No Science Other 
Honolulu Fire Department No Science Other 
Hudson Bay Helicopters No Science Other 
London Weather Center Science Government Based 
Meteorologist Science Unspecified 
NASA Goddard Space Flight Center Science Government Based 
National Academy of Sciences (University of Washington) Science University Based 
National Center for Atmospheric Research Science Advocacy Group 
National Environmental Trust Science Advocacy Group 
National Resources Defense Council Science Advocacy Group 
National Weather Service Science Government Based 
National Wildlife Federation Science Advocacy Group 
NOAA Science Government Based 
Nursery Owner No Science Other 
Pew Center on Climate Change Science Advocacy Group 
Report Author  Science Unspecified 
Report Researcher Science Unspecified 
Scientist  Science Unspecified 
Stanford University Science University Based 
Swedish Prime Minister No Science Political Figure 
TV Commentator No Science Celebrity 
Union of Concerned Scientists Science Advocacy Group 
University of Texas Science University Based 
U.S. Geological Survey Science Government Based 
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U.S. President No Science Political Figure 
U.S. Vice President No Science Political Figure 
Washington AARP No Science Other 
Weather Channel Meteorologist Science Advocacy Group 
World Wildlife Fund Science Advocacy Group 
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